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T be DoFrine of the Trinity and Tranſub- 
ſtantiation compared , as to Scripture, 
Reaſon, and Tradition. In a New 
Dialogue between a Proteſtant and a Pa» 
piſt, 


_— 


Pr. Remember your laſt Words at parting were, Fare- 
wel; and God give his holy Spirit to inftruft you. 
Which have run much in my Mind : For if the 
holy Spirit inffruft us, what need is there of an 
Infallible Church? I hope thoſe were not only 

words of courſe with. you. | 

Pa. No; but I meant that the holy Spirit ſhould inffrutt 
you about the Authority of the Church. 

Pr. Was this indeed your meaning > Then you would 
have -me believe the Church Infallible, becauſe the holy 
Spirit which is /ufallible will inſtru me about it, if Tſcek 
his Directions. | 

P. Yes. 

Pr. But then I have no Reaſon to believe it ; for the holy 
Spirit after my feeking his [nfFrufions, teaches me other- 
wiſe. And if the holy Spirit is Infallible which way fo- 
ever it teaches, then I am infallibly ſure there is'no ſuch 
thing as /efallibility in what you call the Catholick Church. 

P. Come, come ; you make too much of a ſudden 
Expreſſion at parting; I pray let us return to our main 
buſineſs, which is to ſhew, that there is the ſame Ground 
from Scripture, Reaſon, and Tradition, to believe Tranſub- 

Az ſtantiation, 
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Ftantiation, as thers is to believe the Trinity. And this I 
affirm again, after reading the Anſwers to the former Dia- 
logue ; and I now come ſomewhat better prepared to make 
it out. 

Pr. So you had need. And I hope I ſhalt be able not 
only to defend the contrary, but to make it evident to you, 
that there is a mighty difference in theſe two Dodctrines, 
as to Scripture, Reaſon, and Tradition. But I pray keep 
cloſe to the Point : for I hate impertinent trifting in a De- 
bate of ſuch Conſequence. h 

P. I muſt confeſs, I over-ſhot my ſelf a little-in the 
former Dialogue, when I offer'd to prove the Doctrine of 
the Trinity mreaſonable and abſurd: For no Church can 
make ſuch a Doqrine, which is unreaſonable and abſurd 
in it ſelf, not to be ſo to me; No Church can make three 
and one to be the ſame, if they be repugnant in themſelves. 
But my meaning was, that Mens Diſputes about theſe 
things will never be ended, till they ſubmit to the Autho- 


rity of the Church. 
Pr. And then they may believe three, or three hundred 


Perſons in the Trinity, as the Church. pleaſes. Is that 


your meaning? 

P. No. But I ſaid to my Carnal Reaſon it would appear 
ſo; but not to my Reaſon as under the Condudt of an 7u- 
fallible Guide. 

Pr. Then an Infallible Guide can make three hundred to 
be but three ; which is a notable trick of Infallibility. 

P. No; I tell you I meant only that we are not to fol 
low Carnal Reaſon, but the Church's Authority, 2. e. we 
are not to ſearch into Myſterics above Reafon, but only 
believe what the Church delivers. And1I intend now to 
argue the Points ſomewhat cloſely with you. Do you be- 
lieve that there are any Myſtcries in the Chriſtian Do- 
&rine-above Reaſon, or not? If not, you mult reje& the 
Trinity; if. you. do, then you have no ground for reject- 
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ing Tranſubſtantiation, becauſe it is above Reaſon. 

Pr. You clearly miſtake us ; and I perceive were very 
little acquainted with our Doctrine: for we do not reject 
any DoQtrine concerning God, meerly becaule it is above 
our Reaſon, when it is otherwiſe clearly proved from 
Scripture. For then we own our. ſelves bound to ſubmit 
in matters of Divine Revelation concerning, an Infinite 
Being,though they be above our Capacity to-comprehend 
them. But in-matters of a finite Nature, which are far more 
eaſte for us to: conceive, and which depend upon the Evi- 
dence of Senſe, we may juſtly reje&t any Dofrine which 
-overthrows that Evidence, and is not barely above our Rea» 
on, but repugnant to it, 

P. I do not well underftand you. 

Pr. So [ believe ; but [ will endeavour to help your Un 
derſtanding a little. And I pray conſider theſe things: 

t- That there is a great difference in our Conceptions of 
Finite and 7nfinite Beings. For, whatſoever is Infinite, is 
thereby owned to be above our Comprehenſion, other- 
wiſe it would not be Infinite. The Attributes of God which 
are eſſential to him, as his Wiſdom, Goodneſs and Power, 
muſt be underſtood by us, ſo far as to form a true Notion 
of that Being which is Infinite ; but then the /»finity of 
theſe Attributes is above our reach. And ſo his finite 
Duration, which we call Eternity; his Infinite Preſence 
which we call his, Immen/ity ; the Infinite Extent of his 
Anowledg, as to future Contingencies ; all theſe muſt be 
confeſſed to be Myiteries, not above our Reaſon, but 
above our Capacity. For we have great Reaſon to 
own them, but we have not Faculties to comprehend 
them. We cannor believe a God , unleſs we hold. him 
to be Infinite in all Perfe&tions : and if he be Infinite , 
he muſt be incomprehenſible ; ſo that Religion mult be: 
overthrown, if ſomething incomprehenſible be not allow- 


ed. And as to finite Beings, ſo far as they run into what 
we 


(6) 
we call Infinite, they are ſo far out of our reach ; as ap- 
pears by the inſuperable Difficulties about the Infinite Di- 
viſibility of Quantity. | 

2, That we have certain Notions of ſome things in the 
viſible World ; both that they are, and that they have 
ſome Attributes eſſential to them. We daily converſe with 
things viſible and corporeal ; and if we do not conceive 
ſomething true and certain in our Minds about them, we 
live in a Dream and have only Phantaſms and Illuſions a- 
bout us. If we are certain that there are real Bodies, and 
not meer Appearances, there muſt be ſome certain way 
of conveying ſuch Impreſſions to our Minds, from whence 
they may conclude, this is a Horſe, and this a Man, and 
this is Fleſh, and this Blood, and this is Wood, and this 
Stone ; otherwiſe all certainty is gone, and we muſt turn 
meer Scepticks. 

3. That in examining the ſenſe of Scripture we may 
make uſe of thoſe certain Notions of viſible things which 
God and Nature have planted in us ; otherwiſe we are 
not dealt with as Reaſonable Creatures. And therefore 
we muſt uſe thoſe Faculties God hath given us, in reading 
and comparing Scriptures, and examining the ſenſe that 
is offered by tuch Notions which are agreeable to the 
nature of —_— As for inſtance, the Scripture frequent- 
ly attributes Eyes and Ears and Hands to the Almighty : 
muſt we preſently believe God to have an Human Shape 
becauſe of this ? No ; we compare theſe with the neceſ- 
ſary Attributes of God, and from thence ſee a neceſſity 
of interpreting theſe Expreſſions in a Senſe agreeable to 
the Divine Nature. So if other Expreſſions of Scripture 
ſeem to aftirm that of a Body which is inconſiſtent with 
the Nature of it ; as, that it is not viſible, or may be in 
many Places at once, there is ſome Reaſon for me to un- 
derſtand them in a Senſe agreeable to the Eſſential Proper- 
ties of a Body. 
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4. There isa difference between our not apprehending 
the manner how a thing is, and the apprehending the im- 


poſſibility of the thing it felf. And this is the meaning of . 


the diſtinQtion of Things above our Reaſon, and contrary 
to our Reaſon. If the Queſtion be, how the ſame indivi- 
dual Nature can be communicated to three diſtin Per- 
ſons? We may juſtly anſwer, we cannot apprehend the 


manner of it, no more than we can the Divine Immenſity, 


or an Infinite Amplitude without Extenfron. But if any Bo 
about to prove there is an impoſſibility m the thing, he 


muſt prove that the Divine Nature can communicate it 


ſelf no otherwiſe than a finite individual Nature can : For 
all acknowledg the fame common Nature may be com- 
municated to three Perſons, and ſo the whole Contro- 
verſie reſts on this ſingle Point as to Reaſon ; whether 
the Divine Nature and Perſons are to be judged and meaſu- 
red as Human Nature and Perſons are. And in this, I think 
we have tlie advantage in point of Reaſon of the 4#- 
ti-trinitarians themſelves, although they pretend never fo 
much to it: 

- P. Good night, Sir ; I perceive you are in for an hour ; 
and.I have not ſo much time to ſpare, to hear ſuch long 
Preachments. For my part, talk-of Sex/e and Reaſon as long 
as you will, I am for the Catholick Church, 

Pr. And truly, ſhe is mightily obliged to you for oppo- 
poſing her Authority to Sexſe and Reaſon. 

P. Call it what you will, I am for the Churches Authori- 
ty ; and the talk of Sexſe and Reaſon is but Canting without 
that. 
Pr. The matter is then come to a fine paſs; I thought 
Canting had rather been that which was ſpoken againſt 
Senſe or Reaſon. But I pray, Sir, what fay you to what I 
have been diſcourſing ? 

P. To tell you truth, I did not mind it ; for as ſoon as 
I heard whither you were going, I clapt faſt hold of the 

+ - Church, 
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Church, as a Man would do of a Maſt in a Storm, and 
reſolved not to let go my- hold. 
Pr. What ! altho you ſhould ſink together with it. 
P. If I do, the Church. muſt anfrer for it ; for I muſt 
ſink or ſwim with it. 
Pr. What Comfort will that be to you, when you are 


| called to an account for your ſelf 2 But it you ſtick here, 


it 1s to no purpole to talk any more with you. 

P. I think ſo too. But now we are in, methinks we 
ſhould not give over thus ; eſpecially fince I began this 
Dialogue about the 7rinity and Tranſub/tantiation. 

Pr. If you do, we know the Reaſon of it. But I am re- 
ſolved to puſh this matter now as far as it will go ; and 
either to convince you of your Miſtake, or at leaſt to 
make you give it over wholly. 

P. But it I muſt go on in my Parallel, I will proceed 
in my own way. I mentioned three things, Scripture, Rea- 
ſon, and Tradition. And I will begin with Tradition. © 

Pr. This is ſomewhat an uncouth Method ; but I muſt 
be content to follow your Condu@. 

P. No, Sir, the Method is very natural ; for in Myſte- 
ries above Reaſon, the ſafeſt way is to truſt Tradition. And 
none can give ſo good account of that as the Church. 

Pr. Take your own way : but I perceive Tradition with 
you is the Senſe of the he Church; which is as hard to 
conceive, as that a Nunc fans ſhould be an eternal Suc- 
ceſſion, 

P. As to comparing Tradition, I fay, that the Myſtery 
of the Trinity was queſtioned in the very Infancy of the Church, 
and the Arians prevail'd much againſt it in the beginning of the 
fourth Age ; but Tranſubſtaxtiation lay unqueſtion'd and quiet 
for a long time ; and when it came into debate, there was no 
ſuch oppoſition as that of Arius,to call in queſtion the Authority 
of its Tradition ; the Church received it unanimouſly, and in 
that Senſe continued till raſh Reaſon attempted to fathom the 
wilimited Miracles and MyFeries of God. Pr. 
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Pr. I ſtand amazed at the boldneſs of this Aſertion : 
But I find your preſent Writers are very little vers'd in A4n- 
tiquity ; which makes them offer things concerning the 
Ancient Church, eſpecially as to Tranſub/tantiation, which 
thoſe who had been modeſt and learned, would have been 
aſhamed of. | 

P. I hope I may make uſe of them to juſtify my ſelf, 
tho you ſlight them, I mean the Conſenſus YVeterum, the Nu- 
bes Teſtium, and the ſingle Sheet about Tranſubſtantiation. 

Pr. Take them all, and as many more as you plcaſe, I 
am ſure you can never prove 7ranſubſtantiation to have 
been, and the 7rinity not to have been the conſtant Belief 
of the Primitive Church. | 

P. Let me manage my own Argument firſt. 

Pr, All the Reaſon in the World. 

P. My Argument is, That the Dodtrine of the Trinity met 
with far more Oppoſition than Tranſubſtantiation did. 

Pr. Good Reaſon for it, becauſe it was never heard of 
then. You may as well fay, the Tradition of the Circu- 
lation of the Blood lay very quiet, from the days of /7ip- 
pocrates to the time of Pariſanus. Who was there that op- 
poſed things before they were thought of ? 

P. That is your great Miſtake ; for Tranſubſtantiation 
was very well known, but they did not happen to ſpeak fo 
much of it, becauſe it was not oppoſed. 

Pr. But how is it poſlible for you to know it was ſo 
well known, if they ſpake not of it ? | 

P. I did not fay, they did not ſpeak of it, but not fo 
much, or not half ſo expreſs ; becauſe it is not cuſtomary for 
Men to argue unqueſtionable Truths. 

Pr. But ſtill how ſhall it be known that. the Church re- 
ceived this DoQrine wnanimouſly, if they do not ſpeak ex- 
preſly of it ? But ſince you ofter at no Proof of your Af- 
ſertion, I will make a tair offer to you, and undertake to 
prove, That the Fathers ſpake expreſly againſt it. 

B 


| (wo) 

P. How is that? Expreſly againft it > God forbid. 

Pr. Make of it what you pleaſe, and anſwer what you 
can: I begin with my Proofs. 

- P. Nay, then, we are in for all Night. I am now full 
of buſineſs, and cannot hearken to tedious Proofs out of the 
Fathers, which have been canvafled a hundred times. 

Pr. 1 will be as ſhort as I can; and I promiſe you not to 
tranſcribe any that have hitherto written, nor to urge you 
with any ſpurious Writer, or lame Citation at ſecond or 
third hand ; and I ſhall produce nothing but what I have 
read, conſidered, and weighed in the Authors themſelves. 

P. Since it muſt be ſo; let me hear your doubty Argu- 
ments, which I cannot as well turn againſt the 7rinty ; 
For that is my Point. 

Pr. I leave you to try your Skill upon them. The firſt 
ſhall be from the Proofs of the Truth of Chriſt's Incarna- 
tion; and I hope this will not hold againſt the 7rinity. 
And thoſe Arguments which they brought to prove Chriſt 
Incarnate , do overthrow Tranſub/ſtantiation effeQually. 
So that either we muſt make the Fathers to reaſon very ll 
againſt Hereticks; or, if their Arguments be good, it was 
impoſlible they ſhould believe 7ranſub/tantiation. For can 
you ſuppoſe that any can believe it, who ſhould not barely 
afſert, but make the force of an Argument to lie in this, 
that the Subſtance of the Bread doth not remain after Con- 
ſecration-? And this I now prove, not from any flight in- 
conſiderable Authors, but from fome of the greateſt Men 
in the Church in their tire. _— with St. Chry/o/tom, 
whoſe Epiſtle to Czſarius is at laſt brought to light by a 
learned Perſon of the Roman'Comtnunion.; who makes no 
queſtion of the Sincerity of it, and faith, The Latin Tran- 
flation which only he conld fond entire , was about five hun- 
red years old; but he hath ſ6 vonfirm'd it by the Greek 
Fragments '6f it, qoted by 'Anctent Greek Authors, "that 
there can'be wo Tufpicwntetr concerning/it, oo 
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P. What means all this ado before you come to the 


Point ? 


Pr. Becauſe this Epi/tle hath been formerly fo confi- 
dently denied to be St. Chry/oſtow's ; and ſuch care was late- 


ly taken to ſuppreſs it. 


P. But what will you do with it now you have it? 

Pr, I will tell you preſently. This Epiſtle was written 
by him for the fatisfaQtion of Cz/ariusa Monk, who was in 
danger of being ſeduced by the Apolinariſts. 

P What have we to do with the Apollinariſts > Do you 
think all hard words are akin, and fo the affinity riſes be- 
tween Apo/inariſts and Tranſubſtantiation 2 

Pr, You ſhall find it comes nearer the matter than you 
imagined. For thoſe Zereticks denied the Truth of the 
Human Nature of Chriſt aſter the Union, and faid that the 


appears by that _ Epiſtle. 
P. And what o 
Chriſt's Human Nature? 


' Properties of it did then belong to the Divine Nature ; as 


all this? Do we deny the truth of 


Pr. No; but I pray obſerve the force of his Parallel. 


He is proving that each Nature in Chriſt 
contains its Properties ; for, faith he, as 
before Conſecration we call it Bread, but 
after it by Divine Grace ſaudtifying it 
through the Prayer of the Prieſt, it is no 
Ioriger called Bread, but the Body of our 
Lord, altho the nature of Brendan 
in it ; and it doth not become two Bodies, 
but one Body of Chriſt ; ſo here the Divine 
Nature being joyned to the Human, they 
both make one Son, and one Perſon. 


P. And what do you infer from hence 2 


Sicut enim antequam ſanCtificatur pa- 
nis, panem nominamus, divini aurem il- 
lum ſancificante Grati:, mediante Sa- 
cerdore, liberatus eft quidem ab appel- 
latione panis, dignus aurem habirus eft 
Dominici Corporis appellatione,etiamfi 
natura Panis in ipſo permanſir, & non 
duo Corpora , ſed unum Corpus Filit 
predicatur, fic & hic divina 4#1Spuud- 
es ( iiÞupdrns in Gree. Exemplar. 
Ep. Bigor.) id eſt inundante Corporis 
Narura unum Filium, unam Perſonam 
utraq; haze fecerunt, 


Pr. Nothing more, but that the Nature of Bread doth 
as certainly remain after Coyſecration, as the Nature of 


Chriſt doth after the Z/»xioy. 
B 2 


P. 
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P. Hold a little. For the Author of the ſingle Sheet, 


Papiſt Miſre- faith, That the Fathers by Nature and Subſtance do often 


preſented, and 
Repreſented, 


mean no more than the natural Qualities , or viſible Ap- 


2 Part. ch. 3. pearances of Things. And why may not St. Chryſoftom 


Pp. 23. 


mean ſo here? 

Pr. I fay, it is impoſſible he ſhould. For all the Dif- 
pute was about the Subſtance, and not about the Qualities, 
as appears by that very Epiſtle; for thoſe Hereticks gran- 
ted, that Chriſt had all the Propertzes of a Body left till ; 
they do not deny that Chriſt could ſuffer, but they faid, 
the Properties of a Body after the Union belonged to the 
Divine Nature, the Human Nature being ſwallowed up by 
the Union. And therefore St. Chryſoſtow, by Nature, muſt 
underſtand Subſtance, and-not Qualities; orelſe he doth by 
no means prove that which he aimed at. So that St. Chry- 
ſoftom doth manifeſtly aſſert the Sub/tance of the Bread to 
remain after Conſecration. | 

 P. But doth not St. Chryſoſtom ſuppoſe then, that upon 
Conſecration, The Bread is united to the Divinity, as the 
Human Nature is to the Divine ; elle what Parallel could he 
make? 

Pr. 1 will deal freely with you by declaring, that not 
St. Chryſoftom only, but many others of the Fathers, did 
own the Bread after Conſecration to-be made the rea! Body 
of Chrift; but not in your Senſe, by changing the Sub- 
ſtance of the Elements into that Body of Chriſt which is 
in Heaven; but by a Myſtical Union, cauſed by the Holy 
Spirit, whereby the Bread becomes the Bvdy of Chrift, as 
that was which was conceived in the Womb of the- Bleſſed 
Virgin. But this is quite another thing from Tranſubftan- 
tiation; and the Church.of Fng/and owns, that atter Con- 
ſecration, The Bread and Wine are the Body and Blood of 
Chrif?. 7 | 

P. But altho. this be not Tra»ſub/tantiation, it may be 
ſomething as hard to believe or underſtand. b 

| Pr, 
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Pr. By no means. For all the difficulties relating v0 
the taking away the Subſtance of the Bread, and the Pro- 
perties of Chriſt's Body, are removed by this Zypothefes. 
P. Let us then keep to our Point : but methinks this is 
but a ſlender appearance yet ; St. Chryſaſtom ſtands alone 
for all that I ſee. , 
Pr. Have but a little Patience , and you ſhall ſee more 
of his mind preſently. But I muſt firſt tell you, that the 
Eutvchians afterwards were condemned in the Council of 
Chalcedon for following this DoQtrine of Apolimaris ; and Conell hate 
that Council defines, that the differences of the two Natures "* 
in Chriſt were not deſtroyed by the Union ; but that their 
Properties were preſerved diſtind and concur to one Perſon. 
And againit theſe, the other Fathers diſputed jaſt as Sr. 
Chryſaſtom had done before againſt the Apollinariſts. 
Theodoret brings the ſame Inſtance, 
and he affirms expreſly, That the Na- 032 $177 guze« rium oflor iy agley 
ture of the Elements is not changed, that Ax o/4% udon, 1G: =D mn 
they do mot loſe their proper Nature, oXg1i TeniuarOC: apconyeeis mliun- 
But remain in their former Subſtance, Fis > *, 7 9v0W uiſefarar,an + acew 
| Th quoH aporInxws. Dial. 1. 
gure and Form, and may be ſeen and "Ou 3 wile 3 Ayer mt wang 
rouched as before. ang T orgelay YZigut] 24 gu rw ui ves 
Still this is not to prove any Acci- oj f Pope ood 8% tr + 
dental Qualities, but the very Sub- » exile iv. Dial. 2+ 
ſtance of Chriſt's Body to remain. 
P. But was not Theodvret a Man of ſuſpe&ted Faith in 
he Church? and therefore no great matter can be made 
of his Teſtimony. 
Pr. Yicld it then to us ; and ſee if we do. not clear 
Theodoret ; but your own learned Men never queſtion him, 
as to this matter (at leaſt) and the ancient Church hath 
vindicated his Reputation. And he faith no more than 
St. Chryſoftom/betore him, and others of great Eſteem 
giter him. 


P. Who weie they ? 
Px. 
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"Pr. What fay you to a Pope, whom you account Fead 
of the Church > Pope Gelaſius writing againſt the fame 
Fereticks , produces the fame Exam- 


| —_ — = G—_ ple; and he expreſly ſaith, The Subſtance 
propter quod & per eadem divinz effi- of the Bread and Wine doth xot ceaſe. 

cimur — — & — thought I ſhould find you trip- 

non de{inir ſubſtantia vel natura Panis ping. Here you put a Fob-head of the 


& Vini. Gelaſ.in Biblioth. Patr.To.4. 
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Church upon us. For the Author of 
the ſingle Sheet faith, 7his was another Gelafius, as is prov'd 
at large by Bellarmin. | 

Pr. In truth, I am aſhamed of the Ignorance of ſuch 
ſmall Authors, who will be medling with things they 


underſtand not. For this Writer, ſince Be/armin's time, 


hath been evidently proved from Teſtimonies of Antiqui- 


ty, ſuch as Fulgentius and Fohn the ſecond , to have been 
. Pope Gelafrus, and that by ſome of the moſt learned Per- 


ſons of the Roman Communion,ſfuch as Cardinal Du Perron, 
Petavius, Sirmondus, and others. 
P. Have you any more that talk at this rate ? 
Pr. Yes. What think you of a Patriarch of Antioch, 
who uſeth the ſame Similitude for the fame purpoſe ; and 
he affirms, that the ſenſible Subſtance 


ob fl may guerre O11 ntinues in the Euchariſt , tho it 


ovud Ker, x, © diofnTis voia; vx Eh __ : > LIU 
a ya x e pe055s dalpdje wve zxda- hath Divine Grace joyned with it 2 


7&-. Ephrzm. Anti 
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+ ap. Phor. Cod: A nq I pray, now tell me ſeriouſly, did 
the Tradition of Tranſubſtantiation lie 
anqueftiond and quiet all this while 2 when we have three 
Patriarchs, of Conſtantinople, Rome, and Antioch, expreſly 
againſt it ; and one of them owned by your Selves, to be 
Head of the Church ; and held by many to be Infallible, 
eſpecially when he teaches the Church ; which he doth, 
if ever, when he declares againſt Hereticks. 
P. I know not what to ſay, unleſs by Nature and Sub- 
ſtance they meant Qualities and Properties. 
Pr. I have evidently proved that could not be their 


' meaning. P. 


= 
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P. But I am told Monſieur Arvzaud in his elaborate De- 
fence againſt Claude goes that way, and he faith, 7he Eu- Tom31:5..1," 
rychians and Apollinarifts did not abſolutely deny any Sub- * nn: 
France to remain in Chrifl's Body, but not ſo as to be endued 
with ſuch Properties as ours have, 

Pr. Tgrant this is the main of his Defence ; but I con- 
feſs, Monſieur Arnaud hath not ſo much Authority with 
me, as a General Council which declared the contrary ; wiz. 
That the Eutychians were condemned for not holding two Sub- ap. Facund. 
Rances or Natures in Chriſt after the ©/nion. And Domnug |- 8. c. 5 
Antiochenus,who firſt laid open the Eutychian Hereſie, faith, 
It lay in making a mixture and confuſion of bith Natures in 
Chrift, and ſo making the Divinity paſſible ; and to the ſame 
purpoſe others. There were ſome who charged both 
Apollinaris and Entyches with holding, that ChrisF brought Ap. Cani. An- 
his Body from Heaven, and that it was not con-ſubſtantial 5 —_ 
with ours ; but Apollinaris himſelf, in the Fragments pre- 114, 127. 
ſerved by Leontius , not only denies it, but pronounces an 
Anathema againſt thoſe that hold it. And Vitalis of Antioch, 
a great Diſciple of his, in diſcourſe with Epiphanius, utter- 
ly denied a Celeſtial Body in Chriſt, Vincentius Lerinenſis Epiph.her.95. - 
faith, his Ferefie lay in denying two diſtin Subſtances in Vincent.Com- 
Chrift. St. Auguſtin ſaith, he held but one Subſtance after the 70". Aug. de * 
©nion ; ſo that he muſt deny any S»b/taxce of a Body to © IF 
remain after the Union, which. he aſſerted to be wholly 
ſwallowed up, and the Properties to continue : Which was 
another kind of 7 ranſub#antiation ; for no more of 'the 
SubFtance of Chriff's Body was ſuppoſed to-remain after the 
Union, than there is ſuppoſed to be in che Elements after 
Conſecration. But in both Cafes the Properties and (2ual:- 
ties were the fame ſtill. And it is obſervable, that in the 
AQts of the Council of Chalcedow, Extyches rejected it, as Concil. Chal. - 
-a Calumny ca#t up?n him, that he fhould hold that Chniit —h_— 
$roaght a Bodily from Heaven, But the Eutychian'Dodtrine 
lay in taking.away the'SzbFance of the Body; and making 


the 


Theodor.Dial. 
I, & 2, 


(16) 
the Divinity the ſo/e Subtance, but with the Accidents and 
Properties of the Body. And for this they produced the 
Words of Saint John, The Word was made Fleſh ; which 
they urged with rhe ſame Confidence that you now do, 
This is my Brdy. And when they were urged with Diffi- 
culties , they made the very ſame recourie to God's Omni- 
potency, and the Letter of Scripture, and made the fame 
Declamations againſt the «ſe of Reaſon that you do ; and 
withal,they would not have the Human Nature to be anni- 
hilated, but to be changed into the Divine ; juſt as. your 
Authors do about the S«b/tance of the Bread, So that it 
is hard to imagin a more exact Parallel to 7Tranſubiantia- 
tion than there is in this Doctrine ; and conſequently there 
can be no more evident Proof of it, than the Fathers ma- 
king uſe of the Inſtance of the Eucharif? , to ſhew, tha! 
as the SubFtanxce of Bread doth remain-after Conſecration ; 
ſo the Subſtance of Chrif?'s Body doth continue after the 
-Union. And when the Fathers from the remaining Proper- 
ties do prove the Subfance to remain, they overthrow the 
poſſibility of 7ran/ub/tantiation. For, it they might be 
without the Subſtance, their whole Argument loſes its 
force, and proves juſt nothing. 

P. But all this proves nothing as to the Faith of the 
Church ; being only Arguments uſed by Divines in the 
heat of Diſputes. 

Pr. Do you then in corneſt give up the Fathers as Diſ- 
putants to us ; but retain chem as Believers to your ſelves? 
But bow ſhould we know their Faith but by their Works ? 

P. I perceive you have a mind to be pleaſant ; but my 
meaning was, that in D//putes Men may eaſily over-ſhoot 
themſelves, and uſe ineffectual Arguments. 

Pr. But is it poſlibic to ſuppoſe they ſhould draw Argu 
ments from ſomething againſt the Fazth of the Church . 
As for inſtance; Suppoſe now we are diſputing about 7ras 
ſetſtantiation, you ſhould bring an Argument from the 

Huma 
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Human Nature of Chrift ,: and: fay, That as' in the Hypo- 
ſtatical Union the Subſtance is changed, and nothing. but 
the Accidents remain; ſo it is in the Elements upon Con- 
ſecration. - Do you think I ſhould not preſently deny your 
Example, and fay, your very Suppoſition is Heretical 2 So 
no doubt would the Eut)chians have done in caſe the Faith 
of the Church had then been, that the SubFance of the 
Elements was changed after Conſecration. And the Euty- 
chians were the moſt ſottiſh Diſputants in the World, if 
they had not brought the Doctrine of 7ranſub/tantiation to 
prove their Hereſy. 

P. Methink you are very long upon this Argument ; 


when ſhall we have done at this rate ? 


Pr. I take this for your beſt Anſwer; and fol proceed 
to a ſecond Argument, which I am fure will not hold a- 
gainſt the Trinity; and that is from the natural and unſepa- 
rable Properties of Chriſt's Body; which are utterly incon- 
ſiſtent with the belief of Tranſab/tantiation. And the force 
of the Argument in general lies in this, That the Fathers 
did attribute ſuch things to the Body of Chriſt, which 
render it uncapable of being preſent in fuch a manner in. 
the Sacrament as 7ranſub/tantiation ſuppoſes. And no Men 


' who underſtand themſelves, will afſert that at one time, 


which they muſt be bound to deny at another; but they 
will be ſure to make an Exception. or Limitation, which 
may reconcile both together. As if you ſhould ſay, Zhat 
the Body of Chrift cannot be in more places than one at once, 
upon the Doftrine of St. Thomas ; ye would preſently add, 
with regard to the Sacrament, i. e. wot in regard of its na- 
tural Preſence, but ina Sacramental it may : So, it the Fa- 
thers had an Opinion like yours as to: the Body of Chriſt, 
they would have a Reſerve, or Exception, as to the Sacra- 
ment. But it appears by their Writings, that they attri- 
bute ſuch Propertzes in general to the Body of Chriſt, as 
overthrow any ſuch Preſence , without. Exceptions or 

: C Limita» 


Cas) 
Limitations. But that is not all: For T ſhall *now prove, 
1. That they do attribute C:rcumſcriptionto Chriſt's Body 
in Heaven, ſoas to exclude the poſſibility of its being upon 
Earth, f 
2. That they deny any ſuch thing, as the ſupernatural 
Exiſtence of a Body after the manner of- a. Spirit. 
P. What do you mean? I am quite tired already ; and 
now you are turning up-the other Glaſs. 
Pr. Since you will be dabling in theſe Controverſies , 
you muſt not think to eſcape ſo-cafily. I have been not- 
4 little offended at the Infolence of ſome late Pamphlets © 
upon this Argument-z and now I come to cloſe Reaſoning, *' 
you would fain be gone. 
P. lamin a little haſte at preſent ; I pray come quickly 
to the Point. 
Pr. As ſoon as you pleaſe. What think you, if a Man 
now ſhould bring an Argument to prove a matter of Faith 
from hence, That Chriſt's Body could not be in Heaven and | 
Earth at once, would this argument hold good? Yet thus * 
Vigilius Tapfitanus argues againſt thoſe who denied two'Na-. | 
tures in Chriſt; for, ſaith he, The Bo- 
-_ rg _ _— dy of Chriſt when it was on Earth, was 
eſt. non eſt ubiq; in Terra, & in ran 7297 #8 Heaven ; and now it is in Heaven, 
tum non eſt, ur ſecundum ipſam (Car- Zf 75 wor upou Earth ; and it is ſo. far 6 
xem) Chriſtum fpectemus efle. ventu- fg, being ſo, that we expett him to come { 


ba _ »>o oo Rank _ a 
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rum 4d: Calo quem ſecundum verbum ao as | 
nobiſcum efl credimus in terra. Cone. fr01 Heaven in his Fleſh, whom we be © 


Eutych. l. 4. n. 14+ lieve.to be: now preſent on Earth by his 
| Divinity. How can this. hold, if the 
Body of Chriſt can be in Heaven and Earth at the ſame 
cne?:: os cb. "7 ; 
P; He ſpeaks this. of the Natural! Preſence of Chriſt's 
Bedy, and not-of-the Sacramentadl, | 
Pr. The :Argument- is: not drawn from the-manner of 
the Praſtate, but from:the Natare-of a" Body, that it-conld 
not becan; Heaven:and 'Exrtiart-tit fame time... -And-fo 
LIN l St. 


£5 S$* "_ _ 
5 adn 37 


( 19 ) 


| St. Auguſtin ſaid, That Chriſt was every Fe ubique totum preſentem efle 
: where preſent as God; but confined to a _ CT III A — in 
certain place in Heaven according to the og ag Dads OT pot 
3 Meaſure of his true Body. 

s P. This is only to diſprove the 7/b/qity of Chrift's Bo- 

dy ; and not his being in ſeveral places at the fame time. 

Pr. Then you yield it to be repugnant to the Nature 
of a Body to be every where preſent. R 

P. Yes. 
| Pr. But what if there be as great a repugnancy from 
> St. Augwſtin's Argument, for a Body to be preſent in ſeveral 
F places at once ? 

P. I ſee no fuch thing, 

Pr. No? His Argument is from the Confinement of a 
true Body toa certain place. And if it be i» many places at 
once, it 15 as far from being confined, as if it took up all 
places. And there are ſome greater Difficulties as to a Bo- 
dy's being diſtant from it ſel}, than in aſſerting its /biquity. 

P. I perceive you are inclined to be a Lutheray. 

Pr. No ſuch matter. For I think the Eſſential Proper- 
ties of a Finite and Infinite Being are incommunicable to 
each other, and I look on 2/biqutty as one of them. 

P. Then the'fame Argument will not hold as to Preſence 
in ſeveral places, for this is no Infinite Perfeftion. | 

Pr. You run from one Argument to another. For 
theſe are two diſtin ways of arguing; and the Argu- 
ment from the Repwgnancy of it to the Nature of a Body, 
doth as well hold againſt 2þ:quity, as that it is a Divine 
Perfeition. And St. Auguſtin in that excellent Epiſtle 
doth argue from the Eſſential Properties and Dimenſions 
of Bodies, and the difference of the Preſence of a Spirit, 
and a Body. I pray read and conſider that Epiſtle, and 
you will think it impoflible St. Aug»fin ſhould believe 
Tranſubſtantiation. | 
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P. St. Auguſtin was a great Diſputant, and ſuch are 
wont while they are eager upon one Point, to forget ano- 
ther. But St. AuguFtin elſewhere doth aſlert the Preſence 
of Chriff's real Body in the Sacrament. 
Pr. Then the plain Conſequence is, that he contradict- 
ed himſelf. . 
P. But he doth not ſpeak of a Sacramental Preſence. 
Pr. What again? But St. Awguifin makes this an eſſen- 
: tial difference between a Divine and 
Non enim Corpora ſunt quorum am- Corporal Preſence ; that the one doth not 
plior fitin tribus quam in fingulis mag- £17 211.2; by its Dimenſions as the other 


- nitudo, nec loca ſuis molibus renent,ur 


diftantibus ſpariis ſimul efſe non poſ- oth; ſo that Bodies cannot be in di- 
fot. Ad Dardan, ſtant places at once. What think you 
| of this? 
P..I pray go on, : | 
Pr. What think you of the Manichees Doctrine , who 
held that Chrift was in the Sun and Moon when he ſuffered on 
the Croſs 2 Was this poſſible or not ? 
P. What would you draw from hence ? 
= Pr. Nothing more, but that St. 4u- 
K; _— nqprorary nw ymcines. 7 tl guſtin diſproved it, becauſe his Body could 
Cruce efle non poſſer. C.Fauſt.l.20.c.11. .. 19t be at the ſame time in the Sun and 
/ Moon , and upon Earth ? 
P. As to the ordinary —- of Nature , St, Auguftin's 
Argument holds, but not as' to the Miraculous Power of 
God. 
Pr, There is a difference between. the ordinary Courſe of 
Nature, and the unchangeable Order of Nature, 
P. Let me hear this: again; for . ir is. new. Dotrine 
to us, 
Pr. That's ſtrange! Thoſe things are by the ords- 
nary Courſe of Nature, ,which. cannot be changedbut. by 
Divine Power ;. but unply no- Repugnancy tor Gdd;to al- 
ter that'Courſe ; but thole are by the unchangeadie Orwer of 
e 7} Natare, 
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Nature, which cannot be done without overthrowing the 


very Nature of the things; and ſuch things are impoſſt- 
ble in themſelves, and therefore God h.mſelf cannot do 


them. 
 P. It ſeems then you ſet Bounds to God's Ommipo- 
tency. 

Pr. Doth not the Scripture fay , there are ſome things 
impoſſible for God to do ? 


P. Yes ; ſuch as are repugnant to his own Perfedtions ; 
as it is impoſſible for Ged to lye. 


Pr. But are there no other things impoſſible to be 
done ? What think you of making the time paſt not to be 


paſt 2 
P. That is impoſſible in it ſelf. 


Pr. But is it not impoſſible for the ſame Body to be in 


two different times ? 


P. Yes. 
Pr. Why not then in two or more different Places ; 


ſince a Body 1s as certainly confined, as to Place, as it 1s 


to Time? 
P. You are run now into the Point of Reaſon, when 
we were upon St. AuguFtin's Teſtimony. 


_ Pr. ButIfay, St. Augu/tin went upon this ground, that 
it was repugnant to the N.u?re of a Body to be in more 


places than one at the ſame2 time. And fo likewiſe Caſi- 

an proves, That when Chrift was upon : 

Earth he could not be in Heaven, but in - ir" CC _— pr on 
the. ſame 'Repugnancy. for«,a Body, in 
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Heaven 


(22) 
Heaven to bz upon Earth, as for a Body upon Earth to be iu 
Heaven? | 


P. Theſe are new Queſtions, which I have not met 
with in our Writers, and therefore I ſhall take time to 
anſwer them. But all theſe Teſtimonies proceed upon a 
Body conſidered under the Nature of a Body ; but in the 
Sacrament we- conſider Chrif7's Body as preſent after the 
manner of a Spirit. 


Pr. That was the next thing I promiſed to- prove 
from the Fathers, that they knew of no ſuch thing, and 
therefore could not believe your Doctrine. Have you 
obſerved what the Fathers ſay about the difference of 
Body and Spirit ? . 


P. Not I; but I have read our Authors, who produce 
them for our Doctrine. 


Pr. That is the perpetual fault of your Writers, to 
attend more to the ſound of their Words, than to the 
force of their Reaſonings. They bring places out of Po- 
pular Diſcourſes intended to heighten the Peoples Devo- 
tion , and never compare them with thoſe Principles 
which they aſſert, when they come to Reaſoning ; 
which would plainly ſhew their other Expreſſions: are 
to be underſtood in a Myſtical and Figarative Senſe. But 
I pray tell-me, do you think the Fathers had no diſtin 
—_ of a Body and Spirit, and the Elkntial Properties 
0 en? 


P. Yes doubtleſs. 


Pr. Suppoſe then they made thoſe tolye in fuch thin 
as are inconſiſtent with the Preſence of Chrii7's Body in t 
Sacrament after the manner of a Spirit; do you _ 
ner 
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( 23-) 
then they could hold it to be fo preſent? And if 
they did not , they could not believe 7ranſub/tantia- 


tion. 
P. Very true. 


Pr. What think you then of St. Augy/tin, who makes- 
it impoſſible for a Body to.be without its Dimenfions 
and Extenſion of Parts 2 But you aſſert a Body may 
be without them /; or elſe it cannot be after the man- 
xer of a Spirit, as you ſay it is in the Sacrament. 


P. 1 pray ſhew that St. Auguſtin -made it inconſiſtent 
with the Nature of a Body to be otherwiſe. 


Pr. He faith, That all Bodies how groſs or ſubtle ſo- 
ever they be, can-never be all every where (i.e, cannot 
be indiviſibly preſent after the manner of a Spirit) but Cabeill 
muſt be extended according to their ſeveral Parts, and hy ate ty 

; ed tamen 
whether great or little, muſt take up a ſpace, aud ſo fill Corpora 
the Place, that it: cannot be all in any one Part, Is this quorum. 
poſſible to be reconciled with your Notion of a Body nullum po- 


being preſent aſter the manner of a Spirit 2 teſt eſſe ubi- 
que totum, 
quoniam per inmumerabiles partes aliud alibi habeat ncceſſe eſt, Er quantum- 
cung; fit Corpus, ſeu quantulumcunque corpuſculum, loci occupet ſpatium, 
eundemque locum fic impleat, ut in nulla cjus parte fit totum, Ad Volufian. - 


Sive iſtz 
craſſiora, fi- 


P. To be preſent after the manner of a Spirit,is with 
us;; tor he ſo preſent, as not tv be extended, and to be 


whole in every part. 


Pr. But this St. Auguſtin ſaith, no Body can be ; and 
not-only there,but clfewhere he ſaith;7ake away Dimen- 
frons from Bodies, and they are- no longer Bodies, And 
a\ that 
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Quanquam that a greater part takes up a greater ſpace, and a leſſer 
f hoc demas a leſs ; and muſt be always leſs in the part than in the 
Corporibus, whole. 1 


uantum 
Soi opinio eſt, neq; (entiri poſſunt, neque omninq Corpora efle recte exiſtima- 
rem. De Quant. Anime, Cc. 4. 
Quod per loci ſpatium aliqua longitudine, latitudine, altitudine ita fiftitur 
vel movetur, ut majore ſui parte majurem locum occupet, & breviore brevio- 
rem, minuſq; fit in parte quam in toto, Ad Hieron, Ep, 166. 


P. But he ſpeaks of Extenſion in it ſelf, and not with 
reſpect to Place, 


Pr. That is of Extenſion that is not extended; for 
if 1t be, it muſt have reſpe&t to Place ; but nothing 
| can be plainer, than that St. Augyſtin doth ſpeak with 
Non om- r7eſpedt to Place. And he elſewhere faith, That every 
nino poteſlt Body muff have Place, and be extended in it. 
eſſe aliquod 
Corpus, ſive Celeſte, five Terreſtre, five Aereum, five humidum, quod non 
m:inus fit in parte quam in toto, neque ullo modo poſlit in loco hujus partis 
ſimul habere aliam partem, ſed aliud hic, aliud alibi habens per quzlibet ſpatia 
locorum diſtantia & dividua,yvel potius ut ita dicam, ſc&ili more diftenditur. C. 
Epiſt. Manich. c. 16. | 
Omne Corpus locale eſt, & omne locale Corpus eſt. 63, _—_— Ce 35s 
Corpus quodlibet per localia ſpatia porreQtum eſt, 83, Quztt. c. 51, 


P. But he doth not ſpeak this of the Sacrament. 


Pr. But he ſpeaks it of all Bodies whereſcever preſent ; 
and he doth not except the Sacrament, which he would 
certainly have done, if he had believed as you do con- 
cerning it. 


P. St. Auguftin might have particular Opinions in 
this, as he had in ae things. 46 I 
: Pr. 
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Pr. So far from it, that I ſhall make it appear, that this 
# . was the general Sey/e of the Fathers. St. Gregory Nazian- 
zen faith, That the Nature of Bodies requires, that they have 
# Figure and Shape, and may be touched, and ſeen, and circum- = wefy 
* ſeribed. St. Cyril of Alexandria ſaith, That if God himſelf Dial. 2. de 
were a Body, he muſt be liable to the Properties of Bodies, and Trina. 
he muft be in a place, as Bodies are, And all thoſe Fathers, 
who prove, that Ged cannot be a Body, do it from ſuch 
Arguments as ſhew, that they knew nothing of a Bodies 
Being after the manner of a Spirit : For-then the force of - 
their Arguments is loſt, which are taken from the Eſential 
Properties of a Body, ſuch as Extenfton, Diviſibility, and 
Circumſcription. But if a Body may be without theſe, then 
God may be a Body after the manner of a Spirit ; and lo the 
Spirituality of the Divine Nature will be taken away. 

P. 1 never heard theſe Arguments before, and muſt take 
ſome time to conſider. | 

Pr. The ſooner the better; and I am ſure if you do, 
you will repent being a New Convert. But I have yet 
ſomething to add to this Argument; viz, That thoſe who 
have ſtated the Difference between Body and Spirit, have 
made Extenſion, and taking up a place, and Diviſibility, ne= Claud. Ma- 
ceſſary to the very Being of a Body ; and that what is not cir- Tert.de Statu 
cumſcribed, is incorporeal. — L _ 

P. Methinks your Arguments run out to a great length. c. 14. 
I pray bring them into a leſs Compals, 

Pr. I proceed to a Third Argument from the Fathers, 
which will not take up. much time ; and that is, That the 
Fathers knew nothing of the Subþ/tence of Accidents withe 
out their Subſtaxce, without which 7 ranſubſtantiation cannot 


(436) 


BaGl, Epiſt.zz. St. Baſil ſaith, Nature doth not bear a diſtintion between Body 


and Figure, altho Reaſon makes one. 

Ill — Tfdore Pelufiota, faith, That Quality cannot be without Sub. 
Will "—_— oy Ro | , | F: 
| Greg. Nyſſen. Gregory Nyſſen, That Figure cannot be without Body, and b 


- Hexaem. Þ. 7hat a Body cannot be conceived without Qualities : And that 

De Hom. Opi- if we take away Colour , and Quantity , and Reſiſtance , the 

ficio. c. 24 whole Notion of a Body is deſtroyd. Take away Space from 

Aug. Ep. ag Bodies, faith St. Auguſtin, and they can be no where ; and if 

Dardanum. they can be no where, they cannot be : And fo hefaith, if we 

=” as |. take away Bodies from their Qualities. And in plain terms, 

ED That no Qualities, as Colours, or Form, can remain without 

their Subjett. " 

Id. Origin And that no Accidents can be without their Subjeft, is in 

Ls. KdÞre. general affirmed by Ifidore Hiſpalenſis, Boethius, Damaſeen, 

dic. Damaſ. and others, who give an Account of the Philoſophy of the 

Will cen Dial. c. 1. Ancients. 

|'T © en. Dial. P. All thisproceeds upon the o/d Philoſephy of Accidents : 
What if there be none at all? 

Pr. What then makes the ſame Impreſſion on our Senſes 

when the Subſtance is gone, as when it was there? Is there 

a perpetual Miracle to deceive our Senſes? But it is impoſ- 

ſible to maintain 7Tranſub/tantiation, as it is defined in the 

Church of Rome, without Accidents : They may hold ſome 

other Doctrine in the place of it, but they cannot hold 

that. And that other Doqtrine will be as impoſſible to be 

underſtood. For if once we ſuppoſe the Body of Chriſt to 

be in the Sacrament, in place of the Subſtance of the Bread, 

which appears to our Senſes to be Bread ſtill : Then ſup- 

poſe there be »o Accidents, the Body of a Man muſt make 

the ſame Impreſſion on our Senſes, which the Sub/tance of 

Bread doth, which is ſo horrible an Abſurdity, that the Phz- 

loſophy of Accidents cannot imply any greater than it.So that 

the New Tranſabſtantiators had as good return to the Old 

Mumpſimus of Accidents. bis p 
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P. I ſuppoſe you have now done with this Argument. 

Pr, No: I have ſomething farther to ſay about it, which 
is, that the Fathers do not only aſlert, That Accidents cax- 
not bs without their Subjett, but they confute Fereticks on 
ut Suppoſition; which ſhew'd their aſſurance of the Truth 
OT It, 

Trengus overthrows the Valentinian Conjugations, becauſe ten 1.2. c. 1 4 
Truth can no more be without a Subjet, than Water without 
Moiſture, or Fire without Heat, or a Stone without Flard- 
neſs ; which are ſo joined together, that they cannot be ſepa- 
rated. 

Methodius confutes Origen's Fancy about the Soul ha- Apud. Phot. 
ving the Shape of a Body without the Subſtance, be- ©94- 234- 
cauſe the Shape and the Body cannot be ſeparated from each 
other. 

St. Auguſtin proves the Immortality of the Soul from ,,, 4, jm. 
hence, WS meer Accidents can never be ſeparated from mort. Anim. 
the Body, ſo as the mind is by abſtraftion. And in another So 
place he aſſerts it to be a monſtrous abſurd Dottrine, to ſup- 1, * _ 
poſe that, whoſe Nature is tobe ina Subjett, to be capable of 
ſubpi/ting without it. 

Claudianus Mamertus proves, That the Soul could not be in De Statu Ani- 
the Body as its Subjeft ; for then it could not ſubſeſt when the mo.1.3. c. 3. 
Body is deſtroy d. 

P. I hope you have now done with this Third Argu- 
ment. 

Pr. Yes; and I ſhall wait your own time for an Anſwer. 

I goon to a Fourth: And that is from the Evidence of Senſe 

aſſerted and allowed by the Fathers, with reſpec to the Bo- 

dy of Chriſt. ' 

- P. I expedted this before now. For, as the Author of 

the Sing/e Sheet obſerves: This w the Cock- Argument of one 

of the Lights of your Church; and it ſo far reſembles the 

Light, that like it, it makes a glaring ſhew, but go to graſp 

it, and you find nothing in your band, , 
: D 2 r. 


(28) 


Pr, Then it's plain our Senſes are deceived, 
-- P, Not as to 7ranſubſtantiation : for he believes more of his 
Senſes than we do': for his Eyes tell him there is the Colour of 
Bread, and he aſſents to them; his Tongue, that it has the Taſte 


of Bread, and he agrees to it : and ſo for his Smelling and 


Feeling : But then he hath a notable tetch in his Concluſion : 
viz. That his Ears tell him from the Words ſpoken by Chrif? 
himſelf, that it is the Body of Chrift, and he' believes theſe 
too. Is mot here one Senſe more than you believe > And yet 
you would perſuade the World, that we do not believe our 
Senſes. 

[ This is admirable Stuff ; but it muſt be tenderly 
dealt with. For I'pray what doth he mean when he faith, 
he believes from Chriff's own Words, that it is the Body of 
Chriff 2 What is this /? 2 Is it the Accidents he ſpeaks of be- 
fore? Are thoſe Accidents then the Body of Chriſt 2 Is it the 
Subſtance of Bread 2 But that is not diſcerned by the Senſes, 
he faith: and if it were, will he ſay, that the Subſtance 
of Bread is the Body of Chriſt 2 If neither of-theſe, then 
his believing /t is the Bedy of Chrif? , ſignifies nothing; 
for there can be no ſenſe of 77. | 

P. However, he ſhews, That we who believe TranſubRan- 
tiation, do not renounce our Senſes, as you commonly reproach 
4s : For we believe all that our Senſes repreſent to us,which 
is only the outward appearance. For, as he well obſerves, 
If your Eyes ſee the SubStance of things , they are moft ex- 
traordinary ones , and better than ours. For our parts, we 
ſee no farther than the Colour or Figure, &c- of things which 
are only Accidents, and the entire Objedt of that 'Senſe. 

Pr. Isthere no difference between the Perception of Senſe, 
and the Evidence of Senſe Wegrant, thatithe Perception 
of our Senfes goes no farther than to the 9utward: Accidents; 


but that Perception affords ſuch an Evidence bywhict the 


Mind doth paſs Judgment upon the thing repreſented by the 
outward Senſe. I pray tell me, have you any certaintythere 
| is 
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is ſuch a thing as a material SubFance in the World 2 
P. Yes. JO? 6 


- . Pr. Whence comes'the certainty of the'SubFaxce, ſince 


your Senſes cannot diſcover'it'? Do we live among nothing 

but Accidents > Or can we'know nothing beyond them 2 
P. I grant we may know in general'that there'are ſuch- 

things #s SubFances in the World.:-' ©» abjeb / 
Pr. But ean we'not know-the- diflerence of- ove Subſtance: 


from another, . by aur Senſes? As; for.inſtagce, can-we.not *. * 
* know a Man from a Horſe, or an Elephant from a Mouſe, 


or a piece of Bread from a Church? Or do we only know. 
there are ſuch and ſuch Accidents belong to every one of 


theſe; but our Senſes are tot ſo extraprdiary to diſcover 


the- Sabtances under them 2 I pray anfwer me'one Queſti- 
on, Did you ever keep Lent 2? | 
P. What a ſtrange Queſtion'is this.> Did you not tel! 


me, 'you would avoid Impettinencies ? 


Pr. This is none, 1 affare you. ba 3 E- 
-'P. Thenlanſwer, I think my ſelf obliged to keep it. 

Pr. Then you thought your ſelf bound to abſtain from - 
Fleſh, and to eat Fiſh. | | 

P. What of all that 2 =” 2-204 
"Pr. 'Was it the'Subſtance of Fleſh you abſtained from, or | 
only the 4ccidents of it ? EG 
_ P. The Subſtance ? 

Pr. And did you know the difference between the Sub- 
Fance of Feſh and Fiſh by your Taſt > , | 

P. Yes. BE 7 Ns 

Pr. Then you have an extraordinary Taff, which goes 
to the very SubFance 2 

P. But this is off from our Buſineſs,. which was about 
the Fathers,and not our own Judgment about the Evidence 


"of Senſe. 


Pr. T atm ready for you upon that Argument.AndI only 
deſire to' know whether” you think the Zvidence- of Sex 
_ \ufhict 


(30) 
ſufficient, as to the tru? Body of Chrif?, where it is ſuppo: 
ſed to be preſent ? | ay I Þ 
_ + P. By no means ; For then we could not believe it to be. ! 
preſent, where we cannat perceiye it. -  -- » .- 
Pr. 'But the Fathers did aſſert the Evidence of Senſe to © 
Tren. 1:3. 20. be ſufficient, as to the true Body of Chriſt ; ſo Ireazus, |: 


cx 


Tertullian, Epiphanius, |Hilary, and St. . AnuguStin. 1 will | 


5 7. iS 
Tertul.deCar- UW 'F 


ne Chriſti, c.5, produce their Words at length, if you deſire them. 
Adrercſ.Marc.l, 

4. c- 43.1 3. c.$, 11. Epi 

L 14. c. 10, $3. Quzſt. c, 14. Serm. 238, X 


» 


dinal Belarmzn well faith, The Evidence of Senſe .to be a 
De Euch. l. 1. 9o04 poſitive Evidence, but not a negative, 1.6. that it is Y' 


G. 14. Body, which is handled, and felt, and ſeen ; but not,that FE: 


it is no Body which is not. ON 

Pr. Very well! AndI Pray then what becomes of your 4 
fingle Sheet man,who ſo confidently denies Sexſe to be good f 
Poſitive Evidence as to a real Body ; but only as to the out« Þ 
ward appearance ? | ' 

P. You miſtake him ; for he faith, We are to believe our > 
Senſes, where they are not indiſpoſed; and no Divine Reves 
lation intervenes,which we believe there doth in this Caſe; | 
and therefore, unleſs the Fathers ſpeak of the Sacrament, '* 
we have no reaſon to regard their Teſtimonies in this mat- + 
ter. But we have ſtronger Evidence againſt you from the * 
Fathers, for they ſay we are not to rely on the Evidence 


of Senſe, as tothe Sacrament. So St. Cyr, St. Chryſoſtom, ® | 


and St. Ambroſe, | v4 


Pr. I am glad you offer any thing which deſerves to be 6 


conſidered. But have you already forgot Bellarmin's Rule, - 
That Senſe may be a good pofitive Evidence,but not a nega- (- 
tive, 3. e. it may diſcover what is preſent as a Body , but not 


"4 


what is not, and cannot be ſo preſent, viz. the Invifible \, 


Grace which goes along with it ; and as to this the Fathers © 
might well fay, we are #ot to truſt our Senſe, P. This 


phan. har. 42, 64. Hilar, in Pal. 137; Aug. c. Fauſt. 1, 29. c. 2. * 


P. It will be but loſt labour, ſince we deny not, as "lu 


| 


| 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


| 


(3r) 
P. This is making an Interpretation for them. * 
Pr. No ſuch matter. It is the proper and genuine Senſe 
* of their Words; as will appear from hence. ; 
| z (1.) They aſlert the very fame, as to the Chriſm and _ 
a * Baptiſm, which they do as to the Eucharif7, . Cyril. Myſtag, 
Z (2.) That which they fay, our Sexſes cannot reach, is 3, & $$, 
> ſomething of a ſpiritual Nature, and not a B»dy. And Chryſoſt-in 
* here the Caſe is extremely different from the Judgment Marr. hom 83. 
2. of Senſe, as to a material Sub/tayce. And if you pleaſe, 1 >= ns 
will evidently prove from the Fathers, that thar wherein c, g. ; 
o © they excluded the Judgment of Senſe 1n the Euchariſt, 
% was ſomething wholly Spiritual and Immaterial. . 
;* P. No, no, we have been long enough upon the Fathers, 
unleſs their Evidence were more certain' one way or other. 
= For my part, I believe on the account of Divine Revelation - 
\} Inthis matter, This is my Body ; here 1 ſtick, and the Fa- ' 
4 > thers agreed with us herein, that Chriſt's words are not to 
fo © betaken ina figurative Senſe. 
” Pr. The contrary hath been ſo plainly proved in a late 
ml excellent Diſcourſe of 7ranſub/tantiation , that I wonder 
. none of your Party have yet undertaken to anſwer it ; but 
" = they write on, asf no ſuch Treatiſe had appear'd: I ſhall 
'2 2, therefore wave all the Proofs that are there produced, till 
Þ _ rnd them. | : Og 
y . Methinks you have taken a great Liberty of talking 
'© > about the Fathers, as tho they wonal on your fide ; but 
y % our late Authors aflure us to the contrary ; and 1 hopel may;:. 
 * now make uſe of them, to ſhew that 7.eeſubſtantiction was 
= the Faith of the Ancient Church. . oo ob 00008 ce 
"» Pr. Withall my heart,I even long to hear what they can” 
28 fay in a matter, Ithink, ſo clear on our fide. |: 7; 
ol , P. Well, Sir, I begin with the Conſenſus Veterum, written 
1, © by one that profeſſed himſelf a Miniſter of the Church of 
_ Evgland. GIG 179 W 37: 19087 1 
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[ | "years before. Chrift came. 


It ſhall /have enough of. them ;..fori have a large Catalogue 


li! | Pr. As to what? 


| (32) 
l 'Pr. Make what you can of him; now-you have him; but 
| Twill meddle with ng perſonal Things, I deſire to hear his 

Arguments. 

[P. What fay you to R. Selowo, interpreting the 72. Pal. 
Cw Ye-y. 16. Of Wafers in the. days of the. Meſſtas ; - to R. Moſes 
22,23, > Haddarſan, on Gey.- g- I. and on Pſal. 136. 25, to R. Caha- 
- Na, on Gen. 49. 1. who was long before the Nativity of Chriſt ; 


[1 + _R; Johai,, on Numb. 28.2. and to R. Judas, who, was many 
. -Pr, Can you-hojd your Countenance when eu repeat 


ew Convert. 


theſe things? But any thing muſt paſs from a 
What think you of KR, =o and R. Judas, who lived fo 


have: no- Writings preſerved near to our Saviour's time, 
taken from their Original Authors, and not from Ga- 


j - latinus, who is known to have been a notorious Plagiary, as 
|| tothe main ob-his Book, and of little or no Credit asito the 


reſt:,,, But | it+ is. ridiculous to.. produce the Teſtimonies 


ob :Ftwiſh Rabbiys for Tranſub/tantiation, when it is ſo well 
knownthat itis oneof thetr greateſt objeQtions againſt Chr» 
ſtianity, 12s taught inthe Roman Church, as may be ſeen in 
.Foſeph 41bo, and others,'; But what is-all this to the Teſti- 
many af the Chriſtian Fothers? 


| long before our Saviour, when we know that the Jews 
| 
| 
| 
| 


| upon occaſion 2; But if you have a.mind to the Fathers, you 


of them to produce, from the:Coxſenſus YVeterum,. Nubes 
Tefeiny; andthe: fougle: Sheet; whith generally agree. - 
Pr. With Coccius.or Be/larmin) you mean; but before you 
_-_—_ Te; Epray«tol me what you intend to prove by 
thempmelyd 0! 2 with oc 19a ks 944 
P. The Doftrine of our Church. 


beſides the Bible, and:ſome_fay the Paraphraſts, upon: it. . 
I would: have been glad to have feen theſe -Teſtimonies;; 


C :P| Willnotyow ket a Man, hew a little. Jews/b Learning 8 
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| (33 ) 
- P. What have we been about all this while? 
Pr., Tranſubſtantiation. Will you prove that ? - 
P. Why do you ſuſpe& me before I begin? 
Pr. I have ſome Reaſon for it. Let us firſt agree what 
; =} wemeanbyit. Do you mean the ſame which the Church 
of Rome doth by it; in the Council of Trent 2 
P. What can we mean elſe? 
Pr. Let us firſt ſee what that is The Council of 7rent 
declares, That the ſame Body of Chriſt, which is in Heaven, 
apreally, truly and ſubſtantially preſent in the Euchariſt after 
Conſecration , under the Species of Bread and Wine. And 
the Roman Catechiſm ſaith, It is the very Body which was 
born of the Virgia, and ſits at the right hand of God. (2.) 
* That the Bread and Wine after Conſecration, loſe their proper 
Subſtances, and are changed into that very Subſtance of the 
Body of Chriſt. And an Axathema is denounced againſt 
thoſe who affirm the contrary. Now if you pleaſe, proceed 
to your Proofs. 
P. I begin with the Ancient Liturgzes of St. Peter, St. Conſenſ. Ver. 
James, and $?. Matthew. p. 27. 
Pr. Are you in earneſt ? 
P. Why ; what is the matter? 
Pr. Do not you know, that theſe are rejected as Sup- 
7; by your own Writers? And a very late and 
earned Dr. of the Sorboy, hath given full and clear Evi- Nouvele Bi. 
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8 
Þ dences of it. —_ "0 
| P. Suppoſe they are, Tet they may be of Antiquity enough, aſtiques _ 
4 to give ſome competent Teſtimony as to Tradition. Elves du Pin. 
= Pr. No ſuch matter: For he proves Sr. Peter's Liturgy, = 


to be later than the Sacramentary of St. Gregory ; and 1o 
can prove nothing tor the firſt 600 years; and the Athio- Þ. 22, 
pick Liturgy, or St. Matthew's, he ſhews to be very late. 
That of St. Fames, he thinks to have been ſome time before 

the Five General Councils ; but by no means to heve been St. P. 23. 
James's. | 

E P. What 
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i Men! p.30- what he faith therein, about eating the Fleſh of Chrift 2 

' Pr. I think he faith nothing to-the purpoſe. But Tam 

8 afhamed to find one, who hath ſo long been a Minitfter in 
1 this Church, fo extreamly ignorant, as to bring theſe for 
| good Authorities, which are rejeted with ſcorn by all Men 

of Learning and Ingenuity among you. 

P. I am afraid you grow angry. 

Pr. I confeſs, Ignorance and Confidence together, are very 
provoking things ; eſpecially, when a Man in years pr» 
tends to leave our Church on ſuch pitifut Grounds, 

P. But he doth produce better Authoritzes. 

Pr. If he doth, they are not to his purpoſe. 


hope you allow his Epiſtles ? 

Pr. I ſeeno reaſon to the contrary. . But what faith he? 

P. He faith, That ſome Fereticks then would not receive 

110 rs the Euchariſt and Oblations, becauſe they will not confeſs the 

I || D. 30. Euchariſt to be the Fleſh of our Saviour Chriſt, And this is 
#1! Nubes Teſti. produced by both Authors. 

wn, p. 199%. Pr, The Perſons /ynatius ſpeaks of, were ſuch as denied 

Chriſt to have any true Body, and therefore did forbear the 

Euchariſt, becauſe it was faid to be his Body. And in what 

ever Senſe it were taken, it {tiJl ſuppoſed that which they 

denied, viz, that he had a true Body : For, if it were ft- 

guratively underſtood, it was as contrary to their Doctrine, 

| as if it were literally, For a Figzre mult relate to a real 

Mall. ©. > Body, as Tertullianargued in this Caſe. And Jgratius inthe 

© 4. © fame Fpiſtle,mentionsthe trial Chriſt made of his true Body, 

WR F by the Senſes of his Diſciples, Take hold of me, and handle me, 

WK, and ſee, for I am mo incorporeal Demon; and immediately they 

[1 touched him, and were convinced, Which happen'd but a few 

days after Chriſt had ſaid, This is my Body; and our Savi- 

our gave a Rule for Jadging 2 true Body, from an ap- 

pearance, or ſpiritual Subſtance ; A Spirit hath not Fleſh and 

Boxes, 


P. What think you of the 4s of 'S?7. Andrew , and 


P. That muſt be tried ; What -fay you to Ignatius 2 [* b: 
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(35) 
Bones, as ye ſee me have. Therefore it-is very improbable 
that /gxatius ſo ſoon after, ſhould aſſert that Chrilt's-true 
and real Body was in the Euchariſt, where it could be nei- 
ther ſeen nor felt : For then he muſt overthrow the force 
of his former Argument. And to what purpoſe did Chriſt 
fay, That a Spirit had not Fleſh and Bones, as they ſaw him 
to have ; if a Body of Chriſt might be ſo much after the 
manner off a Spirit, as tho it had Fleſh and Bones, yet they 
could not poſlibly be diſcerned? But after all, ſuppoſe 
Tenatius doth ſpeak of the Subſtance of Chriſt's Fleſh, as 
preſent in the Euchariſt ; yet he faith not a word of the 
changing of the SubFtance of the Bread into the Sub- 


Fance of Chriff's Bod) ; which was the thing to be 


proved. 

P. But Juſtin Martyr doth ſpeak of the change, and his 
Words are produced by all three. And they are thus ren- 
dred in the ſingle Sheet. For we do not receive this as 
common Bread, or common Drink, but as by the Word of God, 
Feſus Chriſt our Redeemer being made Man, had both Fleſh 
and Blood for our Salvation ; ſo alſo, we are tauzht that this 
Food, by which our Blood and Fleſh are by a change nouriſh- 
ed, being conſecrated by the Power of the Word, is the Fleſh 
and Blood of Jeſus Chrift incarnate : What fay you to 
this? 

Pr. I deſire you to conſider theſe things. (r.) That 
Juſtin Martyr doth not fay, That the Bread and Wine are 
by Conſecration changed into the Individual Fleſh and 
Blood,' in which Chriſt was Tncarnate ; but that, as by the 
Power of the Word, Chriſt ouce had a Body in the Womb of 
the Virgin ; ſo by the Power x 4 the ſame Word, upon Conſecra- 
tion, the Bread and Wine do become the Fleſb and Blood of 
Chrift Iacarnate ; ſo that he muſt mean a parallel, and not 
the ſame Individual Body, 1. e. that as the Body in the Womb 
became the Body of Chriſt by the Power of the Holy Spirit ; 
ſo the Holy Spirit after Conſecration, makes the Elements 

E 2 to 


Apol. 2. 


| (36) | 

to become the Fleſh and Blood of Chriſt, not by an 2y- 
prPtatical Vnion , but by Divine Influence, as the Church is 
the Brdy of Chriff. And this was the true Notion of the 
Ancient Church,as to this matter,and the expreſſions in the 
Greek Liturgies to this day confirm the fame. (2.) He # 
doth not in the leaſt imply that the Elements by this ? 
change do loſe their Stance ; for he mentions the noariſh- 
ment of our Bodies by it ; but he affirms, that notwithſtand- 
ing their Subſtance remain, yet the Divine Spirit of Chrift, 
by its Operation, doth make them become his Body. For we 
muſt obſerve, that he attributes the Body in the Womb, 
and oy the Altar, to the ſame abyoes, or Divine Word. For 
he did not think Zypoſtatical Vnion necellary, to make the 
Elements become the Body of Chriſt, but a Divine Energy 
was ſufficient, as the Bodzes aſſumed by Angels are their 
Bodies, tho there be no ſuch vital Vnion, as there is between 
the Soul and Body of a Man. 

P. Tgoon to Trenzus, from whom two places are produ- 
ced,one by the Conſenſus Veterum, where he faith, That which 
is Bread from the Earth, perceiving the call of God, now is not 
common Bread, but the Eucharift, conſiſting of two things, one 
Earthly, and the other Spiritual. | 

Pr. Very well! Then there is an Earthly, as well as a Spi- 
ritual thing in the Euchariſt, 1. e. a Bodily Subſtance, and Di» 
Vine Grace, 

P. No; he faith, The Earthly is the Accidents, 

Pr. Doth Treneus fay fo? 

P. No; but he means ſo. 

Pr. There is not a word to that purpoſe in /renens ; 
and therefore this is downright Prevarication. I grant Jre- 
x2us doth ſuppoſe a change made by Divine Grace ; but not 
by deftroying the Elements, but by ſuper-adding Divine Grace 
tothem; and ſo the Bread becomes the Body of Chriſt, and 
the Wine his Blood. = 


P. The 
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P. The other place in /rexzus is, where he faith, Thax Iren. 1. c.11, 


as the Bread receiving the Word of God, is made the Eucha- 
rift, which is the. Body and Blood of Chriſt, ſo alſo our Bodies 
being nouriſhed by it, and laid in the Earth, and there dif- 
ſolved, will ariſe at their time, Kc. 

Pr. What do you prove from this place ? 

P. That the ſame Divine Power is ſeen in making the Eu- 
chariſt the Body and Blood of Chriſt, which is to be in the Re- 
ſurreftion of the Body. 

Pr. But doth this prove, that the Subſtance of the Bread 
is changed into the Subſtance of Chriſt's Body 2? 

P. Why not? 

Pr, I will give you a plain Argument againſt it; for he 
faith,0ur Bodies are nouriſhed by the Body and Blood of Chriſt, 
Do you think that [rezeus believed the ſubſtance of Chriſt's 
Body was turned into the ſubſtance of our Bodies, in-order to 
their nouriſhment 2 No; he explained himſelf juſt before in 
the ſame place; De Calice qui eft Sanguis ejus, nutritur ; & 
de pane qui eſt Corpus ejus; augetur : So that he attributes the 
nouriſhment to the Bread and Wine ; and therefore mult ſup- 
poſe the ſubſtance of them to remain, ſince it is impoſſible a 
ſubFantial nouriſhment ſhould be made by meer Accidents. 
And withal, obferve, he faith expreſly, That the Bread is 
the Body of Chriſt ; which your beſt Writers (ſuch as Bel- 
larmin, Suarez and Vaſquez) ſay, i inconfiffent with Tran- 
ſabſtantiation. | 

P. My next Author is Tertu/ian, who is produced by 
the Conſenſus Veterum, and the Single Sheet, 'but omitted 
by the Nubes Teſtium ; but the other proves, That Bread 
which was the Figure of Chriſt's Body in the Old Teſtament, 
now in the New, is changed into the real and true Body of 
Chriſt. | 

Pr. This is a bold Attempt upon Tertulian, to prove, 
that by the Figare of Chriſt's Body, he means his true and 
real Body. For his Words are, Acceptum panem & diſtribu- 

tum 


Con. Marcion, 
l-4- C, 49. 
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. Fam Diſcipulis Corpus iam ſum fecit, Hoc ef Corpas meum 


dicendo, id eft, Figura Corporis mei, He took the bread, and 
* gaveit tohis Diſciples, and made it his Body, ſaying, This is 

my Body ; 1.e. this is the Figure of my Body. How can thoſe 
men want Proofs, that can draw 7ra»/ubſtantration from 
theſe Words, which are fo plain againſt it ? 

P. Youare miſtaken ; Tertullian by Figure.mecant,zt was 
a Figure in the Old Teſtament, but it was now hu real Body. 

Pr. You put very odd Figures upon 7ertullzan: I appeal 
to any reaſonable man,whetherby the latter words he doth 
not explain the former ? For he puts the Senſe upon Corpus 
meum, by adding diceudo to them ; 4 e. This is the meaning 
of that ſpeech, when he calleth the Bread hi Body. 

P. Doth not 7ertullian fay, That it had not been the Fi- 
gure, unleſs it had been the Truth 2? 


Pr. This is again perverting his words, which are, Figy- F 
ratum non fuiſſet nift veritatis fe Corpus ; i.e.there had been | 


no place for a Figure of Chriſt's Body, unleſs Chriſt kad a true 


body. For he was proving, againſt Marcics, that Chriſt had |. 


a true Body ; and among other Arguments he produces 
this from the Figure of his Body, which he not only men- 
tions here, but in other places ; where he faith, That Chriſt 


gave the Figure of his Body to the Bread ; which cannot re- © 


Con. Marcion- Jate to any Figure of the O/d Teſtament. 


13619505 P, Butdoth not Tertubian ſay afterwards,7hat the Bread | 


was the figure of Chriſt's body in the Old Teſtament ? 

Pr. What then z He had Two Deſigns againſt Marcion; 
one to prove, that Chriſt had a true body, which he doth 
here from the figure of- his body : and the other, that there 
was 4 ante” 6 Ach of both Teſtaments : and for that pur- 
poſe he ſhews, that the bread i» Jeremiah, was the figure 
of. Chriſt's body. | 

P. But the Author of the Sing/e Sheer, cites another 


place of 7ertulliany, where he ſaith, that our fleſh feeds on | 


De Reſur, 6,8; _ body and blood of Chriſt, that our ſoul may be filled with 
God. 


Pr. 
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Pr. By the body and blood of Chri/?, he means there, the 
Elements, with Drvine Grace going a'ong with them ; as ap- 
pears by his deſign, which is, to ſhew how the body and ſoul 
are joyned together in Sacramenta! Rites. The fleſh is - 
ed, and the ſoul is cleanſed; the fleſh is anointed, and the ſoul 
conſecrated; the fleſh is ſigned,and the foul confirmed ; the fleſh 
hath hands laid upon it, and the ſoul enlighten'd ; the fleſh 
feeds on the body and blood of Chriſt, that the ſoul may be 
filled with God. Now unlets Tertu/lian meant the Elements, 
the Parallel doth not proceed ; for all the reſt are ſpoken 
of the external Symbols ; and fo. this doth not at all con- 
tradit what he faith elſewhere, no more than the Paſſage 
in the ſecond Book ad 7xorem doth. For there he ſpeaks of 
Chriſt, with reſpef to the iwviſible Grace, as he doth. here, 
as to the outward Symbols. 


P. Clemens Alexandrinus faith, That Melchiſedecl gave Strom. 4. 


Bread and Wine in figure of the Euchariſt. 
Pr. And what then 2 What is this to 7rayſab/tanti- 


ation ? 


P. Origen faith, When you eat and drink the body and blood _—— di- 


of our Lord, then our Lord enters under your roof, &c. 
Pr. Are you ſure that Origen ſaid this? But ſuppoſe he 


; did, muſt he enter with his fleſh and boxes, and not much 


rather by a peculzar preſence of his Grace 2 For is it not 
Origen who fo carefully diſtinguiſhes the Zypical and Sym- 
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; Golical body of Chriſt,from the Divine Word,and ſo expreſly 
| mentions the material part of the Elements after Con- Comment. in 
ſecration, which paſs into the Draught, &c. Is all this meant Mtth. 15. 
: of the Accidents only ? 
P. What fay you to St. Cyprian de Cana Domini 2 
Pr. 6 _— pardon, Sir ; this is now known and ac- 
knowledged to be a late Author, in compariſon, and can- 
not come within your 600 years ; and therefore is not 
ancient enough to be conſidered, 


P. But 
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Cypr.de lapfſis. 


Epiſt.63.N.6. 


monies, which prove nothing but what we hold. 


(49) 

P. But in his genuine Writings he ſpeaks of thoſe who of- 
fer'd Violence to the body and blood of our Lord in the Eu- 
chariſt. 

Pr. AndI pray what follows? That the ſubFance of the 
Elements is gone : Where lies the Conſequence ? But St. Cy- 
prian ſaith, the bread was his body, and the wine his blood ; 
therefore their /u>/anure muſt remain. | 

P. What fay you to Euſebius Emeſenns 2 + q 

Pr. That he'is not within our compaſs ; and withal, | 
that he is a known Counterfeit. 

P. I perceive you are hard to pleaſe. 

Pr. You fay very true, as to ſuppofititious Writers. 

P. I hope you have more Reverence for the Council of 
Nice. 

Pr. But where doth that ſpeak of Tranſub/tantiation 2 

P: It calls the Euchariſt the body of Chriſt. ) 

Pr. And fo doth the Church of England ; therefore that Þ 
holds 7ranſub/tantiation. 1 pray bring no more ſuch Teſti- & 


P. I perceive you have a mind to cut me ſhorr. þ 
Pr.Not in the leaſt,where you offer any thing to the pur- # 
poſe. But I pray ſpare thoſe who only afhrm, that the Eu- 
chariſt is the body and blood. of Chriſt after Conſecration. For © 


T acknowledg it was the Language of the Church,eſpecial- þ 
ly in the fourth Century, when the Names of the Elements 


were hardly mention'd to the Catechumens ; and all the 


- Difcourſes of the Fathers to them, tended to heighten the 
'- Devotion and Eſteem of 'the Euchariſt. By which Obſer- | 


torehand againſt —_—_ Men. 


vation you may eaſily underſtand the meaning of the Elo- 
= Writers of that Age, who ſpeak with to much My-* 
ery and Obſcurity about 1t. If you have any that go beyond þ 
loftyexpreſſions,and Rhetorical flights, [pray produce them, 
P. I perceive you are afraid of S. Greg. Naziaxzey, and S. | 
Baſil, but eſpecially S. ChryſofFom, you tence ſo much be- 


Pr. ASE 


LC 
Pr. Astothe other two, there is nothing materialalledg- 
ed by any to this purpoſe; but 5. Chryſoſtom, I confeſs, doth 
ſpeak very lofty things concerning the Sacrament in his po- 
pular Diſcourſes, but yet nothing that doth prove Tranſub- 
ſ[lantiation. | 
P. What think you of his #7omzlies, 5 rand 83. on S. Mat. 
46+ Homily on 8. John 2.4. Zomily on 1t to the Corinth. the 
Homilies on Philogonius and the Croſs? Are there not ſtrange - 
things in them concerning the Euchariſt? About eating Chriſt, yy reg. 
and ſeeing bim lie before them ſlain on the Altar; about touching um. 120.&. 
his Body there, and. the Holy Spirit , with an iunumerable ring boy, 
Hiſt, hovering over what is there propoſed, with much more © 1% 
to that purpoſe. 
Pr. You need not to recite more; for I yield that St. 
Chryſo/tom delighted in the higheſt flights of his Eloquence, 
on this Subject, in his Homilies; and he tells tor what 
Reaſon, to excite the Reverence and Devotion of the Peo- 
ple. But yet himſelf doth afford us a ſufficient Key to theſe 
expreſlions, if we attend to theſe things concerning his 
manner of ſpeaking : 
(1) That he - ll thoſe things which no ſide can al- 
low to te literally underſtood. As when he fo often ſpeaks 
of our ſeeing and touching Chriſt upon the Altar, which is in- 
conliſtent- with the DoQtrine of Tranſub/tantiation : Fer 
Chriſt is utterly inviſible on the Altar, even by Divine Power, 
faith Suarez, Ze is inviſible in the Sacrament.ſaith Bellarmin ; Diſp. 53. Sect. 
and he faith alſo, that he cannot be truched. What then is S ud. 1 
to be ſaid to ſuch expreſlions of S. Chryſo/tom 2 ES 
Behold thou ſeeſt him, thou toucheſt him, thou eate$t him. Hom. $3. in 
It is not his Sacrament only which is offer'd us to touch, but —_ 


himſelf. What if you do not hear his Voice, do you not ſee him —y ae 
Lying before you ? In Heb. Hom. 
\ Behold Chriſt lying before you ſlain. gy 


Chriſt lies on the holy Table, as a Sacrifice ſlain ſor us. 


Thou ſweareſt upon the holy : able where Chriſt _ _ DO : 


De Sacerd, 1.3. 


_ In Joh. Hom, 


45- 


Hom. in Gal. 


6. 4. 


Hom. de Re- 
ſur. To. 5. 


Hom. 28. in 1. 
Ep. ad Co- 


rinth. 


Hom. 24. in 1. 
ad Corinth. 
Hom. 22. in 


Hebr. 


_Hom. de Pax- 
nir, To, 6. 


(42 ) 

When tho (+o/7 our Lord lying on the Table, and the Prieſt | 
praving, and the by-/landers purpled with his Blood, © 

See the Lowe of C\:rilt ; he doth not only ſuffer himſelf to be 
ſeen by thoſe whn defere it, but to be touched and eaten, and our 
Teeth to be fixed in his Fleſh. | 

Now theſe Expreſſions are on all ſides granted to be lite- 
rally abſurd and impoſſible; and therefore we muſt ſay of 
him as Bonaventure once faid of S. Auguſtin, Plus dicit ſauttus 
& minus vult intelligi; We mult make great allowance for 
ſuch Expreſſions, or you muſt hold a Capernaitical Senſe. 

Andait is denied by your ſelves, that Chriſt is attually ſlain 
apon the "Altar; and therefore you yield, that fuch Expreſ- 
ſions are to be figuratively underſtood. 

(2.) That he lets fall many things in ſuch Diſcourſes 
which do give light to the reſt : As, .Þ 

(1.) That Fleſh is improperly taken when applied to the Þ 
Euchari#7. ; 

(2.) He calls the Sacrament the Myſtical Body and Blood © 
of ChrifT. D 

(3.) That the eating of Chriſt's Fleſh is not to be under. 
ſtood literally, but ſpiritually. vi 

(4.) He oppoſes Chriſt's ſacramental Preſence, and real ® 
corporal Preſence to each other. - 

(5.) He ſtill exhorts the Communicants to look upwards | 
towards Heaven. 

And now if you lay theſe things together, this Eloquent 
Father will not, with all his Flights, come near to 7ranſub- 
ſtantiation. | ' 

P. No! In one place he aſſerts the Subſtance of the Ele- : 
ments to be loft, : 

Pr. Thanks to the Latin Tranſlators, for the Greek word © 
«#v01dQer, as the Criticks obſerve, doth not ſignify to deſtroy, 
but to refine, and purify a Subſtance. But I donot rely upon * 
this; for the plain anſwer is, that S. Chry/o/tom doth not there | 
ſpeak of the Elements upon Conſecration, but what —_ | 
0 


(C 43 ) 


of them, after they are taken down into the Stomach. Sr. 
Chryſoftom thought it would leſſen the Peoples Reverence 
and Devotion, if they paſſed into the draught, as Origen af- 
firmed; and therefore he ſtarted another Opinion; viz. That 
as Wax,when it is melted in the fire, throws off no ſuperfluities, 
but it paſſes indiſcernably away ; ſo the Elements, or Myſteries, 
as hecalls them, paſs im erceptibl y znto the ſubſtance of the Bn- 
dy, and ſo are conſumed together with it. Therefore, faith he, 
approach with Reverence, not ſuppofing, that you receive the di- 
vine body from a Man, but as with Tongs of Fire from the Se. 
raphims : Which the Author of the Conſenſus Yeterum tran- 
flates, but Fire from the Tongues of Seraphims. S. Chryſoſtom's p. 55. 
Words are, «\\' i euro Toy Seeeplu 75 aefld) 773 Tvits : And the 
Senſe is, that the divine Body (1. e. the Euchariſt, after Con- 
ſecration, being by the divine Spirit made the divine Body, as 
in St. Chryſoftom's Liturgy, there is a particular Prayer for 
the Ffoly Ghoſt to come, and ſo make the Bread to be the divine Eucholog. p. 
Bod), or the holy Body of Chriſt ), is to be taken, not with our 77- 
Mouths, which can only receive the Elements,but after a d+- 
vine manner, as with Tongs of fire from Seraphims; by which 
he expreſles the ſpiritual as of Faith and Devotion, as moſt 
agreeable to that divine Spirit which makesthe Elements to 
become the holy Bedy of Chriſt. But that St. Chryſoſtom did 
truly and firmly believe the Subſtance of the Bread to remain 
after Conſecration, I have already proved from his Epiſtleto 
Ceſarius. 
P. 1 pray let us not go backward, having ſo much ground 
7 to run over {till, 
= Pr. T am content, if you will produce only thoſe who 
# ſpeakof the change of Subſtance, and not ſuch as only menti- 
on the Body and Blood of Chrift after Conſecration, which [ 
have already told you, was the Language of the Church ; 
and therefore all thoſe Teſtimonies are of no force in this 


matter. 


F 2 P. Then 


Greg. Nyſſen. 
Orat. Catech. 
37. 
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P. Then I muſt quit the greateſt part of what remains, 
as Opratus, Gaudentins, S. Feromand others ; but I have ſome 
fill left which will ſet you hard. What ſay you then to 
Gregory Nyſſen, who ſaith, the ſanitified bread is changed into 
the body of the Word of God. And he'takes off your Anſwer 
of a my/tical Body ; for he puts the Queſtion, ZZow the ſame 
Body can daily be diſtributed to the faithful throughout the 
World, it remaining whole and entire in it ſelf? | 

Pr. Gregory N fon was a Man of Fancy, and he ſhewed it 
in that Catechetical Diſcourſe: However, Fronto Duceus 
thought it a notable place to prove Tranſubſtantiation,which I 
wonder at, if he attended to the Deſign of it ; which was to 
ſhew, that as our Bodies, by eating, became ſubject to Cor- 
ruption, ſo by eating they become capable of Immortality ; 
and this he faith, Muſt be by receiving an immortal Body into 
eur B-dies, ſuch as the Body of Chriſt was : But then, faith he, 
how ceuld that body, rr is to remain whole in it ſelf, be dis 
ftributed to all the faithful wver the whole Earth? He anſwers, KF 
by ſaying, That our Bodies do conſift of Bread and Wine, © 
which are. their proper Nouriſhment ; and Chriſt's Body being | 
like ours, that was ſo too; which by the Uniia with the Word 
of God, was chanzed into a Divine Dignity. But what is F 
this to the Euchariſt, you may ſay? He goes on therefore, & 
fo T believe the ſantlified Bread, by the power of the Word of | 
God, to be changed into the Body of God the Word. Not into 
that /ndividual Body, but after the ſame manner, by a Pre- 
ſence of the ayes, or God the Word in it; and that this was 
his mcaning, doth evidently appear by what follows. For, 
faith he, that Body, wiz, to which, he was Incarnate, was ® 
ſantlified by the Inhabitation of the xiyos , dwelling in the © 
Fleſh; therefore, as the Bread was then changed into a Divine | 
Dignity in the Bedy, ſo it is now; and the Bread is changed | 
into the Body of the akyos, ( not of Feſus Chrift ) as it was | 
ſaid by the Word, This is my Body. And je by receiving this | 
Divine Body into our bodies, they are made capable of Immor- 
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(4) 
rality. And this is the true Account of Gregory Nyſfen s 
meaning, which if it prove any thing, provesan /mpana- 
tion, rather than Tranſub#tantiation. | 

P. But Hilary's Teſtimony cannot be-ſo avoided ; who 
faith, That we as truly eat Chrift's Fleſh in the Sacrament,as 
he was truly Incarnate ; and that we are to judg of this; 'not 
by carnal Reaſon, but by the Words of ChrifF, who ſaid, My 
Fleſh is meat indeed, and my Blood is drink indeed. -: 

Pr. I do not deny this to be Hi/ary's Senſe. But yet this 
proves nothing like to 7ranſub5Faxtiation.For it amounts to 
no more than a Real Preſence of the Body of Chrift in the 
Sacrament ; and you can make no Argument from hence, 
unleſs you can prove that the Body of Chriſt cannot be 
preſent, unleſs the Sub/tance of the Bread be deltroy'd, 
which 1s more than can be done, or than Zilary imagin- 
ed. All that he aimed at, was to prove a real Znion be- 
tween Chriſt and his People, That Chriſt was in them more 
than by meer conſent ; and to prove this, he lays hold of 
thoſe words of our Saviour, My Fleſh is meat indeed, &c. 

But the ſubſtantial Chanje of the Bread into the Subſtance 

of Chriſt's Body,fignifies nothing to his purpoſe ; and Bel- 

larmin never ſo much as mentions Zlary un his proofs of 
Tranſub5tantiation, but only for the real Preſence. But I 

muſt add ſomething more, vzz. that F7ilary was one of the 

firſt who drew any Argument from the /:teral Senſe of Fohn 

<6. I donot ſay, whodid by way of Accommodation, apply 
them to the Sacrament,which others might do before 164 

But yet;there are ſome of the eldeſt Fathers, who do wholly 

exclude a literal Senſ, as Tertullian look'd on it, As an Ab. Tertulde Re- 
ſurdity that Chriſt ſhould be thought truly to give his Fleſh to fur. carn.e.5p. 
eat. Quaſi vere carnem ſuam illis edendam determinaſſet. $297: 
And Origen taith, It is a killing Letter, if thofe Words be 

literally under5Food. But this is to run into another debate, 

whereas our Bufineſs is about 7ra»/ub/tantzation. If you 

have any more, let us now examine their Teſtimonies. 

| P. What 


” 


Nubes Teſti. 
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P. What fay you then to St. Ambroſe,who ſpeaks home 
to the Buſineſs, for he makes'the Change to be above Nature, 
and into the Body of Chriſt, born of the Virgin > There are 
long Citations out of him, but in theſe words lies the whole 
ſtrength of them. 

Pr, T anſwer,ſeveral things for clearing of his meaning, 
(x.) That St. Ambroſe doth parallel the Change in the Eu- 
charift, with that in Baptiſm ; and to prove Regeneration 
therein, he argues from the miraculous Conception. of Chrift 
in the Womb of the Virgin ; but in Baptifm no body ſuppoſes 
the SabFance of the Water to be taken away; and therefore 
it cannot hold as to the other,from the Supernatural Change, 
which may be only with reſpec to ſuch a Divine Influence, 
which it had not before Conſecration. (2z.) He doth pur- 
poſely talk obſcurely and myſtically about this matter, as 
the Fathers were Wont to do-to thoſe,who were to be ad- 
mitted to theſe Myferies. Sometimes one would think he 
meant that the Elements are changed into Chriff's Indivi- 


dual Body born of the Virgin : and yet preſently after, he 
Jars. between the-true Fleſh of Chriff, which was 
fe 


crucified and buried, and the Sacrament of his Fleſh. If this 
were the ſame, what need any diſtinftion? And that this 
Sacramentum Carnis, is meant of the Euchari#F, is plain by 
what follows ; for he cites Chriſt's words, This 7s my Body. 
(3.) Hebeſt explains his own meaning, when he ſaith, not 
long after, That the body of Chrift in the Sacrament, is # 
Spiritual body, or a body produced by the Divine Spirit ; and 
ſo he parallels it with that ſpiritual Food, which the [ſraelites 
did eat in the Wilderneſs : And no man will fay, that the 


.. SubFance of the Manna was then loſt. And ſince your Au- 


De Sacram, 1. 
$. C. 4 


thors make theſame St. Ambroſe, to have written the Book 
De Sacramentis, there is a notable paſſage therein, which 
helps to explain this ; for there he faith expreſly, Non iFfe 
Panis efF qui vadit in Corpus, ſed ille Panis Vite Eterng qui 
antme vn Subſtantiam fulcit, It is not the Bread —_ 
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paſſes into the Body, but the Bread of Eternal Life, which 
ſtrengthens the Subſtance of our Soul. Where he not only 
calls it Bread after.Conſecration, which goes to our Nouri/h- 
ment ; but he diſtinguiſhes it from the Bread of Eteryal 
Life, which ſupports the Soul , which muſt be underſtood 
of Divine Grace, and not of any Bodily SubFtance. 
P. I perceive you will not leave us one Father of the 

whole number. n | 

| Pr. Not one. And TI hope this gives an incomparable 
Advantage to the DoQtrine of the 7rinity in point of 7ra- 
dition, above Tranſubſtantiation : when I have not only 
proved, that the greateſt of the Fathers expreſly denied it, 
but that there is not one in the whole number who affirm- 
ed it. For altho there were ſome difference in the way of 
explaining how the Euchariſt was the Body and Blood of 
Chriſt ; yet not one of them hitherto Jar give 
any countenance to your Dodtrine of Tranſubtantiation , 
which the Council of Trent declared to have been the 
conſtant belief of the Church in all Ages ; which is fo far 
from being true, that there is as little ground to believe 
that, as Tranſubttantiation it ſelf. And ſo much as to this 


Debate, concerning the comparing the Do@rine of*the 
Trinity and TranſubFantiation, in point of Tradition ; if 
you have any thing to ſay further, as to Scripture and 
Reaſon, 1 ſhall be ready to give you SatisfaQtion the next . 


Opportunity. 
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DOCTRINE 
TRINITY 


TRANSUBSTANTIATION 
pO" Ghinpared,, "Oe 


Hope you are now at Leifure to proceed with 
your paralle] between the Doctrine of the Tri- 
nity and Tranſubſtantiation, as to Scripture and 
Reaſon. | 

| P. Yes, and am reſolved to make good all 
that I have faid, as to both thoſe. | 

Pr. And if you do, I will yield the Cauſe. 

P. I begin with Scripture. And the whole Diſpute as 
to both, nds on this: Whether the Scripture is to be 
underſtood Literally or Figuratively, If Literally, then 
Tranſubſtantiation ſtands upon equal - terms with the 
_— if Figuratively, then the Trinity can no more be 
proved from Scripture, than Tranfubſtantiation.'- Tg 

r. 


® 


CET . 

Pr. As tho there might not be Reaſon for a figurative 
Senſe in one place, and a /iteral in another. . 
_ P. It ſeems then, you reſolve it into Reaſon. 

Pr. And I pray, into what would you refolve it > Into no 
Reaſon ? 

P. Into the Authority of the Church. 

Pr. Without any Reaſon ? | 

P. No: There may be Reaſon for that Authority, but 
not for the thing which I believe upon it. | 

#&Pr, Then you believe the Do@rine of the Trinity, 
meerly, becauſe the Church tells you it is the literal Senſe 
of Scripture which you are to follow. But ſuppoſe a 
Man ſees no Reaſon for this Authority of your Church ; 
( as for my part, I do not ) have you no Reaſon to con- 
vince ſuch a one that he ought to believe the Trinity ? 

P. Not I. For I think Men are bound to believe as the 
Church Teaches them, and for that Reaſon. | 

Pr, What is it, I pray, to believe? 

P. To believe, is togiveour Aſſent to what God reveals, 

Pr. And hath God revealed the DoQrine of the Trinity 
to the Church in this Age? 

P. No; it was revealed long ago. 

Pr. How doth it appear ? £ 

P. By the Scripture ſenſed by the Church. - 

Pr, But whence come you to know that the Church is to 
ive the Senſe of the Scriptures? Is it from the Scripture, 
or not ? | 

P. From the Scripture doubtleſs, or elſe we could not be» 
lieve upon- the Churches Teſtimony. 

Pr. But ſuppoſe the Queſtion be, about the Senſe of theſe 
places which relate to the Churches Authority , how can a 
Man come to the certain Senſe of them 2 | 

P. Hold a little, I ſee whither you are leading me ; you 
would fain draw mg into a Snare, and have me fay, - be- 

eve 


('3') 
lieve the ſenſe of Scripture from the Authority -of the 
Church, and the Authority of the Church from the ſenſe 
of Scripture. . | 

Pr. Do you not fay ſo in plain terms 2 

P. Give me leave to anſwer for my ſelf. I fay in the 
caſe of the Churches Authority, I believe the Senſe of 
Scripture without relying on the Churches Authority, 

Pr. And why not as well in w tha ? Why not as to 
the-Trinity, which to my underſtanding, is much plainer 
there, than the Churches — 

P. That is ſtrange : Is not the Church often ſpoken of 
in Scripture 2 Tel the Church, Vpon this Rock will I Build 
my Church, &c. 

Pr. But we are not about the Word Church, which is 
no doubt there, but the Infallible Authority of the Church ; 
and whether that be more clear in the Scripture than the 
Doftrine of the Trinity. | 

'P. I ſee you have a mind to cy your Diſcourſe, and 
to run off from the Trinity to the Churches Authority in 
Matters of Faith ; which is a beaten Subject. 

Pr. Your Church doth not tell you ſo; and therefore 
you may upon your own grounds be deceived; and I aſſure 
you that you are fo ; for I intendedonly to ſhew you, that 
for Points of Faith we muſt examine and compare Scrip- 
ture our ſelves, and our Faith muſt reſt on Divine Revela- 
tion therein contained. | 

P. Then you think the Trinity can be proved from Scrip- 


ture ? 
-- Pr, Or elſe I ſhould never believe it. 

P. But thoſe places of Scripture you go upon, may bear 
a figurative Senſe, as John 10. 30. 7 and my Father are one ; 
_ x John 5.7. And thoſe three are one ; and if they do 
fo, you can never prove the Trinity from them. 


Pr. 


(3) 
Pr. I fay therefore, That the Dodrine of the Trinity 
doth nnt depend merely on theſe places, bat on'very many 
Joiners, which help to the true ſenſe of theſe; but Tran 
{1:ſtantiation dependsupon one ſingle Expreſſion, This zs 
my Bidy, which relates to a figurative thing in the Sacra- 
ment ; and which hath other Expreſſions joined with ir, 
which are owned to be fgurative ; This Cup is the New Te- 
Ztament in my Blood; and which in the literal ſenſe cannot 
prove Tranſubſtantiation,-as your own Writers confeſs, 
and which is diſproved by thoſe places of Scripture, which 
aſſert the Bread and the Fruit of the Vine to remain after 
Conſecration. 
P. Shew the Literal Senſe as to the Trinity to be neceſſa- 
ry ; for I perceive you would fain go oft again. | 
Pr. Will you promiſe to. hold cloſe to the Argument 
your ſelf ? | | 
P. You need not fear me. 
Pr. I pray tell me, Were there not falſe Religions in the 
W hay) when. Chriſt came into it to plant the true Reli- 
1oN 
: P. Yes ; but how far is this from the buſineſs 2 
Pr. Have a little Patience ; Did not Chriſt defign by-his 
Dodrine to root out thoſe falſe Religions 2? IM 
p P. That is evident from Scripture and Church Hi- 
ory. 17 
Pr, Then Chriſts Religion and theirs were inconſiſtens. 
P. And what then ? EI 


Pr. Wherein did this Inconſiſtency lie? © *© vi 
P. The Gentiles worſhipped-falſe Gods inſtead of the 
true One. | t 230 A 


Pr. Then the Chriſtian Religion teaches the worſhip ob 
the true God inſtead of the falſe ones. Wo 
P. Whe doubts'of that ? i 231524 052 BOY ol 


\l Pr, 


(.52)) 
- Pr. Then it cannot teach the Worſhip of a falſe God in- 
ſtead of the true One. | | | 

P. A falſe Godis one that is ſet up in oppoſition to the 
true God, as the Gods of the Heathens were. 

Pr. 1s it lawful by the Chriſtian Dodqtrine to give Pro- 

per Divine Worſhip to a Creature 2 / | 
_ - *P.1 thinknot ; for Chriſt ſaid, Thos ſhalt Worſhip. the 
Lord thy God, and him only ſhalt thou ſerve : Which our 
Church underſtands of proper Divine Worſhip. © - 

Pr. But the Scripture requires proper Divine Worſhip"to 
be given to Chriſt ; which is ro require yu_ Divine 
Worſhip to be given to a Creature, if Chriſt be not true 
God by Nature. 

P. May not God communicate his own Worſhip to him 2 

Pr. But God hath faid, ZJe will not give his Glory to anc- 
ther, Ia. 42.8. And the Reafon- is conſiderable, which is 
there given ; 7 am the Lord, that is my name 5 which fhews 
that none but the true Jehovah is capable of Divine Wor- 
ſhip : for Adoration is done to God only on the account of 
his incommunicable Perte&ions , and therefore the Reaſon 
of Divine Worſhip cannot reach to-any Creature. 

P. Not without Gods Will and Pleafure.' But-may not 
God advance a mere Creature to that Dignity, as to re- 
quire Divine Worſhip to be given to him by his fellow- 
creatures ? 

Pr. Wherein lies the nature of that which you call-pro- 
per Divine Worſhip : ; 

P. In a due eſteem of God in our Minds, as the firſt 
Cauſe and laſt End of his Creatures, and fuch Acts as are 
agreeable thereto. 

Pr. Then proper Divine Worſhip doth ſuppoſe an Eſteem 

of God as infinitely above his Creatures ; and how then is it 

poſſible for us to give the fame Worſhip to God, and to a 

Creature? For it the diſtance be infinite between _ 
B an 


(6) 
and his Creatures, and we muſt judg of things as they are, 
then we muſt in our minds ſuppoſe a Creature to be infi- 
nitely diſtant from God ; and if we do ſo, How is it poſſi- 
ble togive the ſame Divine Worſhip in this ſenſe to God, 
and to any Creature ? | 

P. And what now would _ infer from hence 2 

Pr. Do not you ſee already 2 viz. that God cannot be 
ſuppoſed to allow Divine Worſhip to be given to Chriſt, if 
he were a mere Creature ; and therefore ſince ſuch Diving 
Worſhip is required by the Chriſtian Doctrine, it follows, 
that thoſe expreſſions which ſpeak of his being Oxe with the 
Father, cannot be figuratively underſtood. 

P. But where is it, that ſuch Divine Worſhip is required 
to be given to Chriſt in Scripture 2 For, according to my 
Principles, the Church is to ſet the bounds and meaſures 
of Pivine Worſhip, and to declare what Worſhip is due to 
God ; what to Chriſt; what to Saints and Angels ; what 
to men upon Earth; what to Images, Sacraments, @c. 
And if we depart from this Rule, I know not where we 
ſhall fix. 

Pr. I pray tell me, doth the difference between God and 
his Creatures, depend on the will of the Church 

P, No. 

Pr. Is it then in the Churches Power to give that to a 
Creature, which belongs only to God 2 

. I think not. 
. Who then is to be judg what belongs to God , and 
what not 2 God or the Church ? 

P. God himſelf, if he pleaſes. 

Pr. Then our buſineſs is to ſearch what his Will and Plea- 
fure is in this matter, by reading the Scriptures, wherein 
his Will is contained : And there we find it expreſſed, Thas 
all wen ſhould hinour the Son, even as they honour the Fatber, 
John 5. 23. Let all the Angels of God worſhip him, Heb. x. 6. 

Bleſſing 


(7) 

Blefing, and howour, and glory, and power Be wiito hin that 
fitteth on the Throne, and to the Lamb for ever and ever, 
Revel. 4- 13. That at the name of Jeſus every knee ſhould 
bow, of things in Heaven, and things in earth, & c. Phil. z. g. 
If it were Gods great deſign, by the Chriſtian DoQtrine, to 
reſtore inthe world a due ſenſe of the infinite diſtance be- 
tween God and his Creatures ; could any thing be more re- 
pugnant to it, than in the ſame Dodtrine to advance a &crea- 
ture to a participation of the fame Divine Honour with 
himſelf 2 So that in plain truth, the Idalatry of the world 
hy only in a bad choice of the res they were to wor- 
ſhip, and not in giving proper Divine Worſhip to a Crea- 
ture; for that Chriſtianity it ſelf not only allows, but re- 
quires,on ſuppoſition that Chriſt were God merely by Office, 
and was —_— a Creature, as we are. But I'pray obſerve 
the force of the Apoſtles Argument, ſpeaking of the Gem- 
tile Idolatry ; he faith it lay m this, That they did ſervice 
weto them, which by Nature are no Gods, Gal. 4. 8. 

P. You know, I muſt now perſonate the Anti-7rinita- 
rian; and he anſwers, That by Nature no more is implied, 
than truly and = 1, e, God did not advance thoſe Crea- 
tures among the Gentiles to that Worſhip and Honour , 
which he hath done Chriſt. 

Pr. Then you make it lawful by the Goſpel to believe 
Chriſt to be a mere Creature, and at the ſame time to give 
him Divine Worſhip, which ſuppoſes him'not to be a Crea- 
ture ; and ſo you mult believe him to be a Creature, and 
not to be a Creature, at the faniertime: 

P. How do you make that'appear ? 

Pr, From your own words'; for you fay, proper Divine 
Worſhip lies in a due eſteem of Godin our minds, as the firſt 
Cauſe and laſt End, and in ations agreeable thereto ; then 
to give Divine Worſhip to God,. we muſt believe him to 
be above all Creatures as to —_ and Being ; and _ 

2 ore 


Rom, 1. 21, 
23, 24- 

1 Cor.10.7,14. 
I Joh. 5. 21. 
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fore to give Chriſt Divine Worſhip,muſt imply our believing 
him.not-to.bea Creature, and to be @ Creature at the fame 


- 


'\time. e * 


. P. But the meaning. of Divine Worſhip. here muſt not 
then-relate to Ads of the Mind , but to outward Adts of 
Adoration in the Church. _- | _. - ri g:n{ ot 
Pr,. Were-the Genes guilty of Idolatry in that reſpect; 
orA 2? 51h oy DC nt, {rn = 
,  P. Yes; but not thoſe, whom God requires to Worſhip in 
ſuch a-manner.1+-- + EEE CD gr; 
Pr. Then -the: Sin, of Gentzle-Idolatry lay only 'in; gi- 
ving Dwine: Werſhip-to:a Creature without Gods, com- 
mandi; which: leſſens it. to that degree, as to-make Will- 
worthip and Idolatry-the fatne;; and to' blame the Apo- 
{tles, for making ſuch a dreadful Sin of it, and diſſwading 
Chriſtians ſo much from returning to the Practice of it : 
For theyhad the -priviledg of giving Divine Worthip;to a 
Creature by Gods command-, which others were damned 
for doing without a command ; which makes the Chriftian 
Religion not to appear fo reaſonable,as the Anti-7rinitarians 
contend it is. But here are four foul miſtakes in- point 
of; Reaſoy,; which they, are guilty of: (x.) In making the 
Sin of Idolatry fo Arbitrary a thing ; which depends not 


on 'the- Nature of -the- Objedt which is worſhipped ,-but 


on the Will and Pleafure of God. (2.) In making, the 


Divine- command', which was out of their Power, . 
In making the Chriſtian Religion to ſet up. the, Wor- 
thip of a Creature, when its deſign was to root 
out Idolatry. ( 4.) In making a Fidtitious God, 
or a Creature to- be advanced to the Throne of Gad. 
Which I think is far. more : contradictious to Reaſon, 
than a Trinity of Perſons in, the Unity of the. fame 
Nature, - For nothing: can be 'more abſurd than 49,08%e 
| taat 


Gentiles guilty of a great Sin, meerly in RY 5 
J- 


( 9.) 


that to be God, which wants all the eſſential Attributes 
and Perfe&tions of God; as every Creature. muſt do: 
Such as Self-Exiſtence, Eternity, Independency, Immen- 
ſity, Omnipotency, &c. What a Contradidtion is it, to ſup- 
poſe a weak , impotent, depending, confined , created 
God? And ſuch every Creature muſt be in its Nature, 
or elſe it -is no Creature. I do not at all wonder to find 
the Socinians after this, to leſſen the natural Knowledg of 
God, and his infinite PerfeAtions, both as to Power and 
Knowledg; for it was their concernment to bring the. 
Notion of God-as low as poſlible, that a Creature might 
be in the nearer Capacity of being made God. But 
thoſe who conſider and know what God is, and what 
he muſt be, if he be God, will find far greater difficulty 
in making Man to be God, than in believing God to be 
made Man. For This implies no greater diſticulty, than 
meerly as to our Conception, how an infinite Being can 
be ſo -united - to a finite, as to become one Perſon ; 
which implies no repugnancy , but only ſome thing 
above our Capacity to comprehend. And we confels 
our ſelves puzled in the manner of conceiving how 
a finite Spitit, which can paſs through a Body , can be 
ſo united to it,: as to make a Man by that Union ;.yct 
we all acknowledg the Truth of this. But. to ſuppoſe a 
Creature capable of being made God, is to overthrow 
the eſſential difference between God and his Creatures, and 
the. infinite Diſtance between them. Which is of very 
pernicious Conſequence, as tothe great ends of the Chriſtian 
Religion, which were to reform the World, and to reſtore the 
Diſtinction between God and his Creatures ; which by the 
prevalency of Idolatry was almoſt loſt in the World: The 
Supreme God being hardly diſcerned in fuch a croud of 
created and fiftitious Gods. And this very Argument 1s 
"enough t6 turn my Stomack againſt, Socinzaniſm or Aria- 
niſm, Bag © | A 
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P. 1 had thought all Men of ſenſe among you, had been 
Secinians; 1 have often heard them charged with being 
ſo. 

Pr. You ſee how grofly you are deceived, notwith- 
ſtanding your pretence to Infallibility. I do not pretend 
toany deep reach, but I ſee reaſon enough to be no Soci- 
Alan. 

P. Letus return to our Matter in hand. What fay you to 
thoſe Texts which are ſaid to be inconſiſtent with the li- 
teral Senſe of thoſe before mention'd, which relate to the 
Unity between Father and Son ? 

Pr, What Texts do you mean ? 

P. What ſay you to Joh. x0. from the 30. to the 39 ? 

Pr. 1 wonder what it is produced for. 

P. It is ſaid, Joh. 10. 30. Iand my Father are one ; now 
#t is highly unreaſonable to interpret theſe words literally, be- 
cauſe of thoſe which follow. 

Pr. How doth that appear ? For v. 31. it-is faid , That 
the Jews took up ſtones to ſtone him: Which fhews, that 
they look'd on him as ſpeaking Blaſphemy. But what 
Blaſphemy was it for Chriſt to declare an Unity of 
Conſent between him and his Father; which in Truth 
is nothing, but doing his Father's Will > Therefore it 
is plain that the Fews did apprehend more in thoſe 
Words of our Saviour. And they explain themſelves, 
v. 33. what they underſtood by them, Becauſe that thou 
being a Man, makeſt thy ſelf God, Which ſhews that they 
thought not an Txity of Conſent, but of Nature, was 
meant. | 

P. But Chriſt's anſwer ſhews, that he ſpeaks only of a God 


by Office, and not by Nature, v. 34. Feſus anſwered them, Is 
it not written in your Law, T ſaid ye are Gods ? 


Pr. 1 oon, and ſee how Chriſt argues, v. 35, 36. 
If he cole thaw Gods, unto whom the Word of Grd —_ 
aud 
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aud the Scripture cannot be broken; ſay ye of him, whom the 
Father hath ſent into the World, Thou Baſphemeft becauſe I 
faid I am the Son of God ? 

P. This only ſhews that Chriſt had greater Reaſon to be 
called God, but not that he was fo by Nature. 

Pr, 1 pray go on ſtill, v. 37, 38. 1f 7 do not the Works of 
my Father, believe me not. But if 1 do, tho ye believe not me, 
believe the Works, that ye may know and believe that the Fa- 
ther is in me, and I in him. | 

Ps it not faid elſewhere, That he that keepeth his Command- 
ments dwelleth in hins, and he in him ? 1 Joh. 3. 24. Would 
you hence infer an Unity of Nature between Chriſt and 
Believers ? 

Pr. I do not lay the weight on the Phraſe, but as it is 
the Concluſion of the Diſpute between Chriſt and the Jews. 
And it ought to be obſerved, that this was the end of the 
third Conterence between Chriſt and the Fews upon this 
Argument. The firſt was John 5. and then from Chriſt's 
faying, The Father workerh hitherto, and T7 work, v. 17. 
the Jews infer d v. 18. That he made himſelf equal with 
God, In the ſecond Conterence, Fohn 8. he ſaid, Before 
Abraham was, 7 am, v. 58. And then the Jews took up ſtones 
to caſt at him. After this followed this third Conterence, 
John. 10. and this runs again into the ſame point, Zhat 
he being a Man, made himſelf God. And thefe Conferences 
were al publick,in or near the Temple, and this laſt was in 
Solomons Porch, John 10. 23. a Place of great reſort, and near 
the place where the Sanbedrim fate, who were the Judges 
in the Caſe of Blaſphemy. Now the force of my Argu- 
ment from hence, lies 1n theſe things : 


( x.) That Chriſt certainly knew, that the Fews did 
think by his Diſcourſe, That he made himſelf equal with 


God. 
(2+)That 
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© 2, That if it were not-true, it was notorious Blaſphe- 
my, and ſo eſteemed by the Jews. | | 

'3. That ſuch a miſtake ought to have been prefently 
corrected, and in the plaineſt manner; as we find it was done 
by St. Paul, when the men of Lyſtra ſaid, The Gods are 
come down to us in the likeneſs of men ; for he ran in preſent- 
ly among them, and faid, We are men of like paſſions with 
you, As 14. IL, 15. It is impoſſible for me to think, that 
tf Chriſt had known himſelf to be a meer man, he would 
have ſuffered the Jews to have run away with ſuch a miſtake 
as this, without giving them the cleareſt and plaineſt infor- 
mation ; whereas in all his Anſwers he vindicates himſelf, 
and endeavours rather to faſten thoſe Impreſſions upon 
them, as appears by this concluſion of the laſt Conference, 
That ye may knw and believe, that the Father is in me, and 
I in him. Doth this look like correQting a dangerous'mi- 
ſlake in the Fews 2 Andis it not rather a juſtification of 
that ſenſe, which they took his words in 2 And in the firſt 
Conference, John 5. Our Saviour 1s fo far from doing as 
St. Paul did, that he challenges Divine Honour as due to 
himſelf, That all men ſhould honour the Son, as they honour 
the Father, v.23. From whence it follows , that Chriſt 
muſt be charged as one, who being a meer man, did affect 
Divine Honour ; or elſe, that being God as well as Man, he 
looked on it as juſtly due to him. I pray tell me what 
ſenſe do your Friends the S:<iars make of thoſe words of 
St. Paw, Phil. 2. 6, 7. Who being in the form of God, thought 
it not robbery to be equal with God, but made himſelf of no 
Reputation, GC. 

P. The ſenſe they give, is this, that he did not make 
2 ſhew or Oftentation of his own Greatneſs, but ſtudi- 
oully -concealed it, and therein ſhewed his great Humi- 
We: rn Tot: "os 


Pr, But 
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Py. Bat is there any Greatneſs like that of Dzvine Four? 
and yet this he challenged to himſelf. 

P. But he knew what the Father ceſigned him for, and 
ſo ſpake thoſe things by way of Prediction, 

Pr. He knew no Creature could deſerve Divine Worſhip, 
and he deliver'd that as part of his own Doctrine ; and 
therefore thoſe Words, where he is ſaid, to make himſelf 
5 with God, muſt be underſtood of Nature, and not of 
Once. + 
 P. But St. Fobn 17. 22. faith, that Chriſt prayed to his 
Father, for his Diſciples, That they may be one, as we are one ; 
and thats not by Unity of Nature. 

Pr. | grant it. But our Saviour there ſpeaks of a true, but 
a lower kind of Unity ; or elfe the Socinians mult think eve- 
ry Believer as _ of Divine Honour, as Chriſt himſelf, 
it they take thoſe Words ſtritly, That they may be one, as 
we are one. 

P. St. Paal faith, He that planteth, and he that watereth, 
#5 one, x Cor. 3.8. | 

- Pr. Who doubts but there are other ſorts of Unities, be- 
- ſides that of Nature? Burt, doth this prove that there is no 
Unity of Nature between the Father and the Son? If we 
have no better Arguments againſt Tranſubſtantiation , we 
will give-over diſputing, 

' P. I know you have other Arguments for the Trinity, 
butthey prove as little without the Authority of the Church; 
as. from: 7, places where Chriſt is called God, as Joh. 1.1, >. 

Rom. 9.5, Sc. 

- Pr. And think the Argument from thoſe plages, very 

good and ſtrong, eſpecially from Fohy x. x, 2, 3. and it 

leems direQtly contrary to the whole deſign of Scripture 
to call any one God over all, Bleſſed for. evermore, as 

Chrift is called, Rom. 9. 5. but he that is God by Ne 


tuce. 
C P. How 
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P. How do you prove that John 1. r. relates to any 
thing beyond the - beginning of the Goſpel, and that 
Chriſt the Word, was before John the Baptifts Preaching 2 

Pr. I deſire any one to read the Text impartially, and 
he will find the Socinian ſenſe to be unnatural, forced, 
obſcure and jejune, proving a thing of no moment at 
that time; but the Senſe we give, to be ſtrong, weigh- . 
ty, conſiſtent, and of very great Conſequence at that 
time , when the Cerinthians denied the Divinity of 
Chriſt, The Sentences are ſhort, the Words lofty and 
ſignificant, the manner of beginning unuſual ; fo that 
any one would expe ſome great and extraordina- 
ry matter to be faid in theſe tew Verſes; but -what 
a fruſtration were this, if after all, they intended no 
more, than that altho John Baptif? preached in pub- 
tick before Chriff, yet that Chriſt was in being before 
that? Which is a Senſe ſo mean, fo remote from the 
occaſion of his Writing, as it is deliver'd by the Ancients, 
that nothing but a miſerable neceſſity could make Men of 
Wit and Subtilty to put fuch a Senfe upon St. Fohr's 
Words. Fe 

P. But they deny there was any ſuch occaſion of St. 
John's writing, as the Cerinthians Hereſy at that time. -_, 

Pr. I know Socinus doth ſo; but he might as well 
have denied that there was any ſuch Perſon as Cerinthus. . 
And I think the Cerinthian Hereſy not only to have been the 
occaſion of St. John's Writing, but that the underſtandi 
of it, gives the greateſt and trueſt light to the Wor 
of the Evangeliſt, ſhewing the force . and importance of . 
them. EE 

P. Wherein I pray, did that Hereſy confiſt 

Pr. 1 ſhall-not meddle with other parts of it, but on- 
ly what relates to the preſent SubjeRt ; and that lay in theſe 


thi 
"We" | (1.) That 


(wy 


- (1.) That there was a Supreme and unknown Father , 
who was before the Beginning, and therefore they called him 
T&xir, who was the Fountain of all Emanations. Treg. l. 
I.C.I.19. 

(2.) That the World was not made by him, but by a 
Power ata diſtance from him, called Demiurgus, Iren. /. x. 
c. 25. And in the Fgyptian School where Cerinthus was 
educated, the ayes; Word, was one of the intermediate 
Emanations between the Father, and the Demiurgus, Iren.1, 


I. C. 2.3- | 
(3 5 That this World was in a ſtate of Darkneſs and Con- 
fuſion, as to the ſupreme Father of all ; only ſome few had 
_ beams of Light from lum, by which they knew 

m. 

(4.) That Feſus was a mere Man, born as other Men are, 
of Foſeph and Mary, but of extraordinary Goodneſs, Wiſdom, 
and Sandity. 

(5.) That the Supreme Father at his Baptiſm did ſend 
down a Divine Power upon him, in the ſhape of a Dove, 
which enabled him to declare the unknown Father, and to 
work Miracles, which returned to its own waigepe, or Ful- 
neſs above, when Jeſus ſuffer'd. 

This is a ſhort Scheme of that Hereſy, as delivered by the 
ancient Fathers. And now let any one compare St. Johns 
Words with it ; and he will find his deſign was to counter- 
mine this Hereſy by two things. 

(r.) That the Aiyss Word,was Eternal.For the Cerinthians 
faid;,” the Ayer was not in the beginning , but made a great 
ſpace of time between the eternal Being of the Father, and 

Emanation of the abye!, wherein he was ix perfet Silence, 
as Ireneus exprelles it (1. 1.c.1.) And o in the beginning, 
doth imply the Eternity of the Word. But that is not all, for 
he faith, zt was with God, and was God, and was the Deminr- 
gs, or the Maker of the —_— and the Revealer of _ to 

2 an- 
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Mankind , Joh. 1. 1, 2, 3,4, 5, 9, 10. And fo there was no 
place for thoſe ſeveral Emanations between God and the 
Abys: and Demiurgus, as the Cerinthians ſaid. 

2.) That the Ayes or Word, was Incarnate , which he 
affirms, v. 14. And the Word was made Fleſh, and dwelt a- 
mong us, Oc. and was the only begotten Son of the Father ; 
and fo he not only cuts oft the other Emanations, but de+ 
clares that Jeſus was far from being a mere Man. And to 
this purpoſe he brings in the Teſtimony of John Bapti?, 
v.15. and applies what he had ſaid to the Perſon of Feſus 
Chriſt, v. 17. Now this being St. Johns deſign, his Words af- 
ford a Demonſtration tous of the Union of the Divine and 
Human Nature in Chriſt, when he faith, Zhe Word was 
made Fleſh. 

P. But doth not the Scripture in other places imply that 
there is a ſubordination in Chriſt to his Father, which is not 
conſiſtent with ſuch an Equality of Nature ; ſee Heb. 1.8, g. 
x Cor. 8.4, 5. 15.27, 28. Rev. 3. 12. 

Pr. The firſt place is a proof Ge the Divinity of Chriſt; 
for the Words are ; But unto the Son, he faith, 7hy Throne, 0 
God, is for ever and ever, &c. lt is true, in-the next verſe, it 
is faid with reſped to his Office, Therefore God, even thy God 
. hath anointed thee, &c. But we do not deny that Chriſt 
was anointed as Mediator, and in that reſpe&t, God was 
his God ; but doth this prove that he that is Mediator, 
cannot have a Divine Nature in Conjun&tion with the 
Human ? 

The ſecond” Place, I fuppoſe, is miſtaken, x Cor. 8. not 4. 
and 5. but 6 verſe, Bat unto us,there is but one God the Father, 
of whom are all things , and we in him ; aud oxe Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt, by whom are all things, and we by him, And this is 
one-of t ſtrongeſt holds of the Socinians, But two Con» 
ſderations will take off the feeming torce of it. 


(1.) That 
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x.) That the Apoſtle in his diſputes with the Genti/e 
Idolaters, concerning whom he ſpeaks, wv. 4, 5. doth utter- 
Pl deny any Divinity in the Beings they worſhipped in- 

ead of God, when he faith, An Idol is wothing in the 
world, and that there is none other God but one. He knew 
very well that = worſhipped many, v. 5. As there be 
Gods many, and Lords many among them ; but unto us ( Chris 
ſtians ) there is bat one God, and one Lord : i. e. we have 
but one Supreme God, to whom we give Divine Worthip ; 
and inſtead of the multitude of Mediators, we have. but 
ene Mediator ; and fo his deſign is in: oppoſition to their 
many Gods, to aſſert the nity of the Divine Nature , ( not 
ſo as to exclude a diſtinQtion of Perfons, but thereby to ex- 
clude other Gods as the proper Object of Worſhip ), and 
the Unity of a Mediator, in oppoſition to their wany Lords. 

(2.) That if this place excludes Chriſt from the Unity 
of . Nature with God, .it. doth exclude him: from being the: 
Object of Divine Worſhip:;. for it faith, 7hat there 75 no: 
other God, but Oxe ; therefore no Creature can be made 
God: And to us there is but One God, the Father ; there- 
forethe Son cannot be God. If therefore the name Lord” 
be taken in oppoſition to God, then Chriſt cannot be God 
in-any fenfe'; tor we muſt have but Oze God': but the plain 
meaning of the Apoſtle was, 'That by ove Lord he- meant. 
one Mediator, by whom alone we have, in this new frange 
of things by the Goſpel,. acceſs. unto God the Father. 

The third place, x Cor. 15. 27,28. ſpeaks plainly of Chrifts 
Kingdom, as Mediator,/ > 11g ; '" 

The fourth place, Rev. 3. 12. where:Chriſt ſpeaks ſeve- 
ral times of my God, proves no more-than his wards on: 
the Croſs," My God; my God, why haftithou forſaken me : For 
ſurely Chriſt might own a. particular: Relation to God; and 
Ineereſtinching; as he: wagm fuman! Nature, Wighayt: ofiere 
throwingthe'Divine Naturgio: bam (1 01 {2 Wy & t 
ate) ; ut 
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P. But he owns, That though he is to be our Fudg, he knows 
wot the time, Mark 13. 32. Which ſeems inconſiſtent with 
the Divine Nature, which knoweth all things. 

Pr. The Son there ſpoken of, was Chriſt, as endued with 
a human Soul, when he was upon earth ; which could not. 
underſtand a ſecret ſo much out of the reach of mans un- 
derſtanding, without immediate Revelation. But ;it was 
not neceſſary by virtue of the Union of both Natures, that 
the Divine Nature ſhould communicate to the human Soul 
of Chriſt all Divine Myſteries : but as the human Body 
was notwithſtanding ſfubje& to Paſſions and Infirmities in- 
cident to it , ſo the human Soul might continue- ignorant 
of the Day of 'Judgment in this ſtate ; both to let us know. 
how great that ſecret is, and that Chriſt had the proper 
capacity of a human Soul, which could not extend to ſuch 
things without Divine Revelation. 

P. There is one ment more, which ſeems to prove 
Chriſts Divinity, and doth not ; viz. The making of all things. 
vifible and inviſible, being attributed to him, John 1. 3. Heb. 
I. 10. Col. 1. 16, 17, 18, 19. 

Pr. Now I confeſs this doth more than ſeem to me to be 
a very ſtrong Argument ; and that for this Reaſon, the 
Apoltle faith, The viſible things of him from the creation 
of the world, are clearly ſeen, being underftood by the things 
which are made, even his Eternal Power and Godhead, Rom. 
1.20, Wasthis Argument of the Apoſtle good or not ? 

P. Nodoubt it was. 

Pr. Then the Creation of the World is an Invincible 
Proof 'of the true God. 

 P. What follows? - | 

Pr. Then if the making of all things be attributed to 
Chriſt,- ke muſt be true God ; but this is plain in the New 
Teſtanignt{;! in which the making of. all things is as clear- - 
ly attributed to the Son," as itis'to the Father ; 4/4 wy 

CONE it 
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faith St. John, were made by him, and without him was not 
any thing, made, that ' was made, John 1. 3. For 6 y him were 
all things created , ſaith St. Paul, that are in heaven, and 
that are in earth, viſible and arvifible, whether they be thrones, 
or dominions, or principalities, or powers, all things were crea- 
ted by him, and for him, Col. 1. 16. Thou, Lord, in the begin- 
ning haſt laid the Foundation of the earth, and the heavens are 
the work of thy hands, Heb. 1. x0. Now compare theſe ex- 
preſſions with thoſe wherein the Creation is attributed to 
the Father, The world is faid to be made by bim, Rom. tr. 20. 
That he hath created all things, Rev. 4. 11. That of him, and 
for him, and to him, are all —_—_—— Ix. 36. And let 
any impartial mind diſcern the difference. Therefore we 
have as much Reaſon from Scripture to believe Chriſt to 
be oy as we have from the Creation of things to believe 
1G vp pon | 
P. But you do not take notice of the different expreſſ 
ons in Scripture, concerning the Father and the Son ; A4# 
things are ſaid to be of the Father, and by the Son, 1 Cor. 
8. 6. And that the Father created all things by feſus Chriſs, 
Eph. 4. 9. which proves no more, than that the Son was 
Gods Inſtrument 1in the Creation, 
Pr. What do = mean by Gods Inſtrument #n the Crean 

. tion > Do your; -think one Creature can create' another 2 
How then-can the Creation prove an Infinite Power 2 If 
you believe the Inſtrument uncreated, then you muſt aſſert 
> to be true God by Nature ; and then- we have all we 
.* P, Put the Seciniansdo not-like this Anſwer of the ':4ri- 
ans, and therefore they interpret-theſe paces, - vf "the ſtate 
of _ wnder the Goſpel, and not of the Creation of the 
World. RTJ_Fc_X a5 


Pr. They 
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Pr. They have not one jot mended the 'matter ; for, 
(x.) Where the new Creation is ſpoken of, ſome circum- 
ſtances are added, which limit the ſenſe to it, as when 
St. Paul.(aith, We are created in Chriſt Feſus unto good works 
that we ſhout walk in them. Eph. 2. 10. VVho could poſlibly 
underſtand this of the old Creation 2 And ſo, If any man 
be in Chriſt Jeſus, he is a new Creature, 2 Cor. 5. 17. But 
in the other places the ſame Expreſſions are uſed, which 
are attributed to the old Creation , without limitation 
from circumſtances, or from.the Context and occaſion of 
them. | 
2.) There are ſome things faid to be created by Chriſt 
Feſus, which cannot relate. to the new Creation ; for by 
him were all things created, that are in heaven, and that are 
in earth, viſible aud invifible, whether they be thrones, or d6- 
minions, or principalities or Powers, Col. x. 16. How are 
theſe —_ by Preaching the Goſpel, when they are un- 
capable of the proper means of it, which are the Do@trine 
of the remiſſien of Sins upon Repentance, and the Renew- 
ing and SanQtifiing 'Gract.of God 3. © 
P, But St. Paul doth not mention the Feaven and Barth, 
but only intellefual Beings, Angels, and Men, and there- 
fore he ſpeaks of the new _—_ en #* 
. Fr, A mighty Argument '{ Donot all things con- 
-prehengd the Heaven and Earth? And the parcidular emnime- 
ration of Angels by feveral denominations, ſhews' that he 
ſpeaks of another Creation diſtin& from that by the Goſ- 
| preached to the VVorld ; for the Apoſtles were Chriſts 
Jatroments in,this new Creation, which they could not be 
to the lnyifible Powers above. . REL TT LIKED 
P. We have now gone: through the rrve and only Grounds 
of the Doftrine of the Trinity. =_ 


PAK Pr. You 
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© Py. You are extreamly miſtaken; For we have other 
grounds beſides theſe, although theſe may be ſufficient. 
 Þ:, Name one more. 5 | 

Pr. I will name ſeveral, which you cannot diſallow. | 
- P.' What are they ? 

Pr. The ſeveral Heads of Arguments made uſe of. by 
Cardinal Bellarmin, to prove the Divinity of Chriſt: 
Who alone is a convincing Evidence of the vaſt diſparity 
between the Proofs of this Doctrine, and of Tranſubſtan- 
tiation from Scripture. For, 


1. He proves Chriſt's Divinity from thoſe places of Fell, de Chri- 
the Old Teſtament, which are expounded in the New ; bes f{9-1.c.4,0% 


ing in the Old Teſtament, - wo" of the true God ; and 
in the New applied to Chriſt. As Numb. 21. 5, 6. com- 
pared with 1 Cor. 10.9. Exod. 20. 2. with Jude 5. Pſal. 
68. 18. with Eph. 4. 8, 9. Pſal. 97. 7. & 102, 25, 26, with 
Heb. 1. 6, 10, 11. . 1/a. 6. 1, 3. with John 12.41. and 
Revel. 4.8; Iſa. 8. 14. with 'Luke 2. 34. and Rom. 9. 33. 
Ia. 40.3. with Mat. 3. 3. Mark 1. 3. Luke 1.76. John 1. 
23.— 1/a. 45. 23. with Rom. 14.11. — 1/a. 44. 6. with 
Revel. 1. 8, 17. Mal. 3. 1. with Mat. 11. 10. | 

2. From the Places of the Old Teſtament, which attri- 
bute to Chriſt thoſe things which belong to God; as Power 
and Adoration, Pal. 2. 7, 8, 12. Being the firſt and laſt, 
Ifa. 48. 1. 12, 16. Working Miracles, Iſa. 35. 5. Being the 
God of Iſrael, Ia. 52. 5, 6. The only God, Ila. 45. 5, 6. 
The Lord of Hoſts, Zach. 2.8, 9, 10, 11. Jehovah, Zach, 
3. 2. Ponring out of the Spirit, Zach. 12, 10. | 

3}. From the Places of the New Teſtament, which at- 
tribute Divinity to Chriſt. As whea he is called, the Sox 
of the Living God, Mat. 16. 16. The only begotten Son of 
God, John 3. 16. His own Son, Rom. 8.32. His true Son, 
1 Joh. 5. 20. His dear Son, Col. 1.13. His Son above all 
others, Heb. 1. 5. The expreſs Image of his Perſon, Heb. 1. 
3. Making himſelf equal __ God, John 5. 18. Being: one 


with 


( 22 ) 
with the Father, Joh. 10. 30. Lord and God, John 20, 28, 
God bleſſed for ever, Rom. 9. 5. Who thought it no robbery 
to be equal with God, Phil. 2. 6. One with the Father and 
Spirit, 1 John 5. 7. The true God, 1 John 5, 20. 

4. From the p_—_ Names of God, - 9.6. John 20. 
28. As 20. 28, Rom. 9.5. Revel. 4.8. 1 John }. 16. 
The name Jehovah, Jer.23. 5,8. Iſa. 40. 3. The Lord, by 
which the LXX render Jehovah, Mat. 21. 3. Foh.13. 13. 
The moſt High, Plal. 87.5. 4 Name above every Name, 
Phil. 2. 9. The Inviſible One, x Tim. 1. x7, & 6. 16, The 
God of Glory, AR. 7.2. 1 Cor. 2.8. Plal. 24.7,8, 9. King 
of Kings and Lord of Lords, x Tim. 6. 15. Revel. 17. 
14. & 19. 16. The one Lord, 1 Cor. 8. 6. The true God, 
John 5. 20. The only Lord, Jud. 4. The great God and our 
Saviour, Titus 2.13. 

5. From the proper Attributes of God ; as Eternity, 
Prov. 8. 22, 23. Mic. 5, 2. Joh. 1,1,— 17.5. Inmenſity, 
John 3. 13. Mat: a8. 29. Omnipotency, Rev. 1. 8.-— 4.8. 
— T1, 17. 4 9p Colo. 2.3. Joh.21. 19. Majeſty and 

Adoration, .1,6, Mal. 3.1. ſz»vocation, Joh. 14. 13. 

AQs 7. 59. & 9.14. 2 Cor. 12. 8. 1-Cor. 1.3. 2 Joh. 3. 
6. From the proper Works of God: as not-only Crea- 
tion, (of which already) but Conſervation, Heb. 1. 3. 
Colol. 1. 17. Selvation, Matth. 1. 2z. Ferevelling F#tore 
Events, Joh. 13.19. 1 Pet. 1. 11, Rev. 2.23. Working 
Miracles by his own Power, Mark. 4. 39. and gruing Power 

$0 others to work them, Mat. 10. 1. h 

What think younow of the Proofs of the Trinity in Scrip- 
ture ? Do you think Bellarmin could produce any thing 
like this for Tranſubſtantiation ? No; ſo farfrom it, that 
where he ſets himfelf in a-whole Chapter to prove it from 
Bell, de Euch. Serzpture, he produces a Firſt without a Second. The 
SRL firft Argument, faith he, « taken from Chrift's Words, 
This is my Body. Very well | but where is the Second ? 
For no more could be produced, but this -one '{ingle =_ 
; age, 
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ſage, about which he fperids his whole Chaptzr, and 
then betakes himſelf preſently to the Ferhers. 

P. But one plain and clear place is ſufficient, if we be 
certain of the ſenſe of that one; for we are as much 
bound to believe God when we are ſure he ſpeaks it once, 
as an hundred times. 

Pr. We have been all this while comparing theſe two 
Do&trines as to Scripture, and now you ſee the diſpropor- 
tion {o very great, as to number and wariety, you fay, one 
#5 45 go0d as ar huxdred; but that one had need to be won- 
derfully clear, which this is very far from, ſtnce many of 
- your own Writers do confeſs Tranfubſtantiation cannot be 
drawn from it ; as Bellarmin himſelf owns, and he affirms 
it ot #0 be ineprobable, that no plate of Scripture is ſo clear 
and expreſs for Tranſubſtantiation, bat learned and acute 
Men may dowbt whether it can be drawn from it, ſetting aſide 
the Charches Declaration. But neither Bellarmin, nor any 
one who atterids to the force of the former Proofs of the 
— of Chriſt, can ſay, that any reaſonable Man can 
doubt of it; and that he muſt at laſt reſolve all into the 
Church's Authority. 

P. Have not learned and acute Men doubted of the 
Divinity of Chrift, as of Tranfubſtantiation ? And there- 
fore in that reſpe& they are both alike. 

Pr. We do not inſiſt upon Men's bare doubting, but 
on the Reaſox of their doubting. And when but one 
ſingle Place is produced, which is yeilded not to be ſuffi- 
cient of it ſelf to prove the DoCtrine; there is much 
more cauſe of doubting, than where ſuch multitudes 
of Places are produced ; and no doubt is made by thoſe 
who favour Tranſubſtantiation, but that they do fully prove 
the Divinity of Chriſt. 

P. It feems then we muſt come to Reaſon at laſt. And 
for my part, I muſt tell you, I 1 think that Parallel much 
the eaſieſt. For, that how AR Perſons ſhould be iti one 
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individual Nature, and that the moſt pure and ſimple Being, 
ſeems to me to be more abſurd than Tranſubſtantiation. {. 

Pr. Let us ſet aſide the comparing Abſurdities at . pre- 
ſent, and only examin-in point of Reaſon, the great Ab- 
ſ{urdity of three Perſons being in one Individual Divine 
Nature. 

P. I did hardly believe you would have the courage tor 
defend the DoQtrine of the Trinity in point of Reaſon ; 
but I ſee youare a bold Man, and will venture farther 
than wiſer Men. 

Pr. It may be others have not had the leiſure or curio- 
ſity to examine a Myſtery believed to be ſo much out of 
the reach of our Underſtanding; or have confounded 
themſelves and others ſo much with School-terms, as to 
leave the matter rather more obſcure than it was before. 
But I ſhall endeavour to make things as clear as they will 
bear. And that which I infilt upon is, that the Abſur- 
dities are not to appearance ſo great as, thoſe of Tranſub- 
ſtantiation. And therefore I deſire you to produce thoſe 
which appear the moſt dreadful. | 

P. T ſhall reduce all to theſe two, which comprehend 
the reſt, : 

I. How there can be three Perſons and but one God. © 
2. How theſe can agree in a third, and not agree among 
themſelves. | 

For the firſt, it ſeems very abſurd, that there ſhould 
be three Perſons really diſtinct, whereot every one is God, 
and yet there ſhould not. be three Gods; for nothing is 
more contradiQtious than to make three not to be three, 
or three to be but one. 

Pr. 1 hope now you will give me leave to make an 
Anſwer to your Difficulty, as diſtin&t as poſſible. We do 
not lay, that three Perſons are but one Perſon, or that one 
Nature is three Natures; but that there are three Perſons 
in one Nature. | If therefore one Individual Nature be 
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communicable to three Perſons, there 15 noappearance of 
Abſurdity in this DoQtrine. And on the other fide, it will 
be impoſſible there ſhould'be three, Gods, where there. is 
one and the {ame Individual Nature ; for three Gods muſt 
have three ſeveral Divine Natures, fince it is the Divine 
Eſſence which makes a God. But to make this more 
plain, Do you make any difference between Nature and 
Perſon ? 
PF. Jan. 
Pr. Wherein lies it ? 
P. Excuſe me, Sir, for you have undertaken to explain 
theſe things. | ow 
_ *Pr. Iwill begin with Perſo#. Which Name was ori- 
inally taken among the Romans from ſome remarkable 
iRindtion of one from another; either by ſome outward 
appearance, as a Vizard or Habit, or ſome particular 
Quality or Diſpoſition. And from hence.it came. to be 
applied to thoſe inward Properties, whereby one Intelli- 
gent Being is diſtinguiſhed from another ; and from thoſe 
Properties, to the Perſon who had them. - Thus Perſoz is 
I by Tully himſelf, at leaſt twenty times 1n his 
Books of Rhetorick : and the old Civil Law ſpeaks of 
Perſonal Rights and Perſopal Aitions. $0 that” the” Cri- 
ticks, ſuch as YValla, and others, - had no caule to tind fault 
with Boethius, for applying the Notion of a Per/oz, to 
an intelligent Being ſubſiting by it ſelf, (and fo the Soul 
is no Perſon in Men, but the Man conſiſting of. Soul and 
Body ) having ſome incommunicable Properties belonging to 
him. Therctore I cannot but wonder at the nicenels of 
ſome late Men, who would have. the Names of Perſaz, 
and Hypoſtaſis, and Trinity, to be laid aſide; ſince them- 
ſelves confeſs Boerhins his definition of a Perſon to be true 
enough; but they ſay, it belongs to the Creatures, and not 
to God, for it would make three Gods, Which is to ſup- 
poſe, without proving yt, that the"Divine Nature can 
| ; COMmuUus»+ 
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-Eomiriitttiicate it ſelf after no other Matncr tliztt & Trexted 


Nitutecar. | 

This is now to be more ftriftly enquired into. And it 
is vety well obſerved by Botthias, de Trin. l. 1. *Principi- 
um pluralitatis alttritas eft » That Diverſity i the _ 
of Plurality : And theretore in the Trinity, fo far as they 
are different, they are three, 7.2. in regatd of Perſonal 
Properties and Relations ; but fo far as they agree, they 
are but ONE, that is, as to the Divine Nature. 

It is very true, that according to Arithmetick, Three 
ciiriot be One, nor One Three ; but we muſt diftinguiſh 
between the bare Numeration, and the Things numbred, 
The repetition of three Units; _—_ makes three di- 
ſtint Numbers ; but it doth not make three Perſons to 
be three Natures. And thetefote as tothe Things them- 
ſelves, we Muſt go frofn the bare Numbers to confider 
their Nature. Where-ever thete is a real diſtinQion, we 
may multiply the Number, tho tlie Subje& be but One. 
As ſuppoſe we ſay the Soul hath three Faculties, Under 
ſtanding, Will and Memory ; we may, without the leaſt 
abſurdity fay, there are Three aud One; and thoſe three 
not n ounded with each other, and yet thete is but One 
Soul, 

P. But the Socinians objett, that there is a difference 
between three Properties, and three diſtinit Perſons ; be- 


| cauſe a Perſoi is art Individual Being ; atid fo three Pere 


ſons muſt be three Individual Beings ; and therefore as 
_ is but one Divine Being, thete can be but one Per- 
on. | 
Px. This is the main ſtrength of the Cauſe; to which 
I atifwer, That altho a Perſon be an Individual Being, 
yet it implies two Ly init; (1.) Sotnething com- 
mon with others of the ſame Nattire ; as tlitee Men have 
one arid the ſame Natiire, tho they be three Petſons. 
(2.) Something peculiar and iticommunicate to = 0- 
ther ; 
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ther ; ſothat Jahy cannot be Peter, nor Peter, James. 

P. Bue what is it which makes one not to be the other, 
when they heye the fame common Nature ? 

Pr. You ask a hard Queſtion, wis., about the Printjple 
of Individeatios ; ut if it be {0 hard to reſolye x, as t9 
created Beings, there is certainly far leſs Reaſon for ys to 

waſhcialcd, i i appear difficult to clear the Difference 
of-Natwe and Perſon in an infinite Being, Yet all Man- 
kind are agreed in the Thing, vis. That there is a Com- 
munity of the ſame Nature, and a real DiſtigQion of 
Perſons among Men, tho they cannot tell what that js 
which diſcriminates the Humane Nature in Joby, from 
the fare Humane Nature in Peter and Joames. And jt is 
obſervable, that as _ ariſe in PerfeQtion above .cach 
other, it is till {ſa much harder to aſſign that which is 
called the Principle of TJndjviduatios, In grols and mate- 
rial Beings we candiſcern a number of Accidents, or pe- 
culiar Modes and. Properties, which diftinguiſh them 
from each other ; but it 1s much harder £0 afſiga it in 
Spiritual and IntelieQual Beings, whole Natures and Dif- 
ferences lie nat ſo opea to our Uaderſtandings. If fo be 
then it appears more.dificult in an iofinite and.incompre- 
henſible Being, what Cauſe have we:to wander at it ? 

But we muſt always: make a. diterence between what 
wehave reaſon to believe, and-what we have a-pawer to 
conceive.  Altho weave all the Reaſon in the World to 
believe: that there isa God, 7#. 2. a Being Infinite 1A all 
Perfeftions; yet we mutt yield that:his Effential Atcri- 
butes are above our comprehepfion. 
l AsrforInftance;. .. | 

(1.) We muſt believe God to be Eternal, or we can- 
not believe himuto be God. For, if he once were not, it 
is impoſſible he ſhould ever be. And therefore we con- 
dude necefary Exiftenceto be an Efſeatial Attribute of 
the Divine Nature. But then, how to conceive ec a 
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Being ſhould be from it ſelf} is at leaſt as hard, as how one 
and the ſame Individual Nature ſhould be communicated 
to three diſtin& Perſons ;-'nay, it is ſamewhat harder; 
ſince we ſee ſomething ike this in other Beings ; but*'we 
can fee no manner of Reſemblance of a thing that hath 
its Being wholly from it ſelf. | 

( 2.) We muſt allow God to be Omnipreſent, or elſe we 
mult ſuppoſe him ſo confined and+limited''to-a certain 
place, 'as robe /excluded:trom any other ;' and'if he can 
A@t in all Places, he muſt either be preſent in them, or 
his Power muſt be larger than his Being, which is Infi- 
nite ; but after this; we have: not a Power to: conceive 
-how-a Being ſhould _—_— 4h the whole World, and 
not'to be extended ; and if- it be extended, how it ſhould 
be uncapable of being divided- into Parts ; which is cer 
tainly repugnant to the Divine Nature. ' I therefore pro- 
duce theſe two- Inſtances, to let the Antitrinitarians lee, 
that what they obje&t in . Point of Reaſon as to the In- 
comprehenſibility of the/Myſtery of the iTrinity, . will in 
conſequence/overthrow the Divine Nature. But as there 
is the higheſt Reaſon to believe there is a God, tho we 
cannot comprehend his PerfeCtions ; ſo there may be great 
Reaſon to believe' the'- Doctrine: of. the” Trinity,” tho we 
*annot comprehend the manner: of it. .-.. :. 

P.'Thad-thought you intended to explain the Myſtery 
of it,- and now you tell us it is Incomprehenſible. 

Pr. It is a good' {tep.'to. our beheving it; to. make it 
plain, that the Difficulty .of our Conceprion ought not . 
to hinder our Faith. And Ihave.made fome advance:to- 
wards the explication of it, by ſhewing, that fince Man- 
kind ate agreed-about the idbrence between Nature and 
"Perſon, the whole Difficulty comes to this, that the ſame 
common Nature in Mankind makes three Perſons ; but 
that it-is the ſame Individual Nature in all the Perſons of 
the Trinity, l * j 361-1046 Fitz 
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And now let us conſider oat Perfection and Sim- 

plicity of the Divine Nature ; and we fhall think it un- 
reaſonable that it ſhould be fo bounded as to the manner 
of its Communication, as the Nature of Man is. Every 
Individual Man hath not only Individual Properties, but 
an Individual Nature, #. e. the common Nature of Man, 
limited by ſome unaccountable Principle, that doth make 
him different from all other Men having the ſame Na- 
ture with himſelf. 'The Difhiculty hls not lie in a 
Community of Nature, and a Diſtinition of Perſons, for 
that is granted among Men, bur in the Unity of Nature 
with the difference of Perſons. And ſuppoſing the Divine 
Nature to be infinite in its Perfection, I do not ſee haw it 
is capable of being bounded, as the common Nature of 
Man in Individuals is; and if it be not capable of being 
bounded and limited, it muſt diffuſe it ſelf into all the 
Perſons in the ſame individual manner ; and fo this Dc- 
Arine of the Trinity is not repugnant to Reaſon. 

P. But what ſay you to the Athanaſian Creed ; is- not 
that repugnant to humane Reaſon ? 

Pr. I think not ; but tlat it is a juſt Explication of the 
Doctrine of the Trixity rightly underſtood, 

P. I ſce now you are upon hard Points, you will ſtick 
at nothing, and Tran/ubſtantiation it lelt will down with 
you anon. 

Py. I doubt that ; bur at preſent we are upon the 4rhe- 
xaſian Creed, And I defire but one Principle to clear it, 
which follows from what 1s ſaid already, viz. That whar 
is affirmed of the Divine Nature, as ſuch, mutt be com- 
mon to all three Perions ; but whatever is afirmed of 
the ſeveral Pcrſons, as ſuch, muſt be peculiar to them- 
ſelves. Now this is a clear Principle of Reaſon, and 
hath no appearance of abſurdity in it. And from hence 
the Athanaſian Creed will ealily be cleared. For Eternity, 
Incomprehenſibility, Omnipotency, belongiog to the Divine 
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Nature, as ſuch, we ought to ſay, Th.t they are not three 
Eternals, three Incomprehenſivles, three Almighties, but Oye 
Eternal, One Incomprekenſible, One Almighty. Becauſe * 
the Attributes belonging to the Perſons, by reaſon of the 
Divine Nature, and the Attributes being really the ſame 
with it, the Nature is the proper Subject of them ; 
which being but One, we are not to diſtinguiſh then as 
to Eſſential Attributes, but only as to Perſonal Relations 
and Properties. 

P. But if the Three Perſons be Cot?rernal, how is it 
poſſible to conceive there ſhould not be three Erernals ? 

Pr. 'This ſeems the hardeſt Expreſſion in the whole 
Creed ; but it is to be interpreted by the Scope and De- 
ſign of it : Which is, that the Eſſential Artributes are not 
to be diſtinguiſhed, though the Perſons be. And fo E- 
ternity is not taken as a Perſonal Attribute, but as Eſſen- 
tial ; and ſo they are not three Eternals, but one Eternal. 
And the great Defign of the Creed was, to ſhew, that 
the Chriſtian Church did not believe ſuch a Trinity as 
conſiſted of three Perſons, unequal and different in Na- 
ture, and Subſtance, and Duration. 

P. But what ſay you to the damning all thoſe who do 
not believe ir, in the beginning and end of it ? 

Pr. "This is off from our Bufineſs. But to let you ſee T 
will not avoid the Difficulties you offer, IT will give an An- 
{wer even to this, The meaning 1s not, that every one 
is damned who doth not conceive aright of the Difference 
of Nature and Perſon in the Trinity, or of the Eſſential 
and Perſonal Attributes ; but that thoſe who ſet up in op- 
poſition to it the worſhip of a meer Creature as God, or 
the worſhip of more Gods than one, or who wiltully 
rejet this Article of the Chriſtian Faith, when it is duly 
propoſed to them, are guilty of a damning Sin, For even 
the disbelief of Chriſtianity it {elt, is not ſuppoſed to be 
the Cauſe of Mens Damnation, but where the Doctrine 
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of the Goſpel hath been co in a. way ot Credibility. 
If when this Dcarine of the. Trinity 1s propoſed to Mens 
Minds, they wil} not conſider it, nor- weigh the Argu- 
ments on both ſides impartially, but with ſcorn and con- 
tempt reject it, and endeavour to bring reproach upon 
Chriſtianity for the ſake of it, and diſturb the Peace of 
the Church about it ; ſuch cannot be ſaid to receive or 
believe it faithfully,and by ſuch Sins they do run the hazard 
of periſhing everlaſtingly. 

P. I ſee you have a mind to ſmooth every thing relating 
to the Trinity, I with you would do the ſame about Trax- 
ſubſtantiation. But yet you have not anſwer'd the other 
great Difficulty in Point of Reaſon, viz. That thoſe things 
which agree or diſagree in a third, muſt agree or diſagree one 
with the other. And therefore if the Father be God, the 
Son God, and the Holy Ghoſt God ; then the Father muſt 
be Son and Holy Ghoſt, and the Son and Holy Ghoſt muſt 
be the Father. If not, then they are really the ſame, 
and really diſtin ; the ſame as to Eſſence, diſtinR as to 
Perſons; and fo they are the ſame, and not the ſame, 
which is a ContradiCtion. 

Pr. And now I think you have drawn out the moſt re- 
fined Spirits of Socinianiſm, to make the Doftrine of the 
Trinity and Tranſubſtantiation parallel, becauſe you ſay, it 
implies a Contradiction ; which 1s the neareſt Parallel 
you have yet offered at. But this terrible Argument 1s 
grounded on the ſame Suppoſition, viz. 'That the Divine 
Eſſence is no more capable of communicating it ſelf to 
three diſtin Perſons, than any created Being is. "The 
Reaſon of that Axiom being, that created Things, by 
rcaſon of their nite Nature, cannct diFuſe or communi- 
cate themſelves to more than ore ; and therefore thoſe 
which agree in a'Third, mult agree together ; but ſuppo- 
ſing it pciſible that the fame finite Nature could extend it 
{clt to ſeveral Individuals, it would ke preſently Eos, 

E 2 the 


(32) | 
the Axiam did hold only, where they did adequately and 
reciprocally agree, and not where they did agree 7. in 


Eſſence, but differ'd in-the manner of Subſiſtence. For 


where a different manner of Subſiſtence is ſuppoſed poſſi- 
ble, in the ſame Individual Nature, the Agreement in 
that cannot take away that Difference which is conſiſtenr 
with it; which we attribute to the unlimitedneſs and 


perfe&ion of the Divine Nature, 


P. But you can bring no other Inſtance but the thing: 


in Queſtion ; and therefore this 15 a Petitio Principii, or 
taking that for granted which is in Diſpute. 

*Px. Tdo not think it to be fo, where the Reaſon is 
aſigned from the peculiar Properties of the Divine Na- 


ture, to which there can be no parallel. And I think it 


very unreaſonable in the Sociniaps, to ſend us to created 
Beings for the Rules and' Meaſures of our Judgment con- 
cerning a Being acknowledged to be Infinite. 

P. Are not the:Divine Perſons Infinite, as well as the 


Divine Nature? and therefore as created Perſons do take 
in the whole Nature, ſo infinite Perſons will do the infi-- 


nite Nature, 

Pr. No queſtion, but the Perſons are infinite 1n regard 
of the Nature which is ſo ; but if an infinite- Nature be 
communicable to more Perſons than One, every ſuch Per- 
fon cannot appropriate the whole Nature to it ſelf. 

P. If the difference be on the account of Infinity, then 
there muſt be an infinite number of Perſons in the Di- 


vine Eſſence. 


Py. I anſwer, that infiniteneſs of Number is no Per-- 
fe&ion ; and as to the number of Perſons, we-follow not: 


our own ConjeQtures, nor the Authority of: the Church ; 
but Divine Revelation, which hath afſured us, that there 
15 but oe God, and yet there are three that are one; Which 
depends not meerly on the place of St.John, but the Form 


of Baptiſm is remarkable to this purpoſe, which joyns to-. 
| gether 
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gether the Father, the Son, = the Holy Ghoſt; without 
any other diſtinion beſides that of Order and Relation. 
And it is againft the fundamental deſign of Chriſtianity, 
to joyn'any Created Beings together with God in fo ſo- 
lemn an AC of Religion. And St.Paul joyns them toge- 
ther in his Benedi&ion : The Grace of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, 
ard the Love of God, and the Communion of the Holy Ghoſt 
be with you all. Amen. 2 Cor. 12. 14. From whence the 
Chriſtiaa Church hath always believed a Trinity of 
Perſoas in the Unity of the Divine Nature. 

P. You have taken a. great deal of pains to clear the 
Dottrine of the Trinity trom any abſurdity in point of 
Reaſon, why ſhould you not do as much now as to Trax+ 
ſubſtantiation ? 

Pr. In plain truth, becauſe T cannot ; for here lies a vaſt 
difference between them. In the Trizity we conſider'd 
an Iyfinite Being, to which no bounds can be ſet without 
deſtroying its Nature ; but in Tran(ub/lantiation, we lup- 
poſe a true finite Body, which hath its natural bounds 
and limits to one certain Place, and yet you will and muſt 
ſuppoſe this Body to be equally preicntin many thouſand 
diſtant Places at the fame time ; which implies fo great a 
Repugnancy to the very Nature of a Body, that I can by 
no means give my Aflent to it. 

P, Alas! Is this it which chokes your Reaſon, ſo that 
you cannot ſwallow the Doctrine of the Church in this 
matter ? 

You do not conſider, that tho we allow nothing Inf- 
nite in the Body it ſelf ; yet we ſuppoſe an Infinite Power 
to be imploy'd about it : and an Infinite Power may pro-- 
duce things above our Comprehenſions, about Bodies in 
themſelves finite. 

Pr. This is the utmoſt your Cauſe will bear; but T 
pray tell me, Is there any ſuch thing as a Repugnancy in 
the Nature of things or not? z.e. Arc there not ſome 
things 
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things which are cadued Le ®, ſuch Properties, that if 
you alter them, your deſtroy their very Nature ; as, to 
{ſuppoſe an indiviſible Line, a Triangle without Lines, a 
Body without Dimenſions ? 

P. Hold a little ; a Body muſt have Dimenſions belong- 
ing to it,but it is not neceſſary it ſhould have thoſe Dimen- 
ſions where-ever it is preſent. For it may be preſent in 
one Place as a Body, and in another after the manner of 4 
Spirtt, 

Pr. You might as well have ſaid, a Body may be con- 
fider'd two ways; as it is a Body, and as it is not a Body : 
for there can be no Body, where there are nv Dimenſions 
proper to It, 

P. See how you are miſtaken; for zt z77 21: che Dimen= 


ſions which ſeem to hinder a Boay being in: 19070 pl ices at once, 


but its Unity; as Bellarmiz \v&'1 0-\erv C2, 

Pr. I fay both of them ltinter. Por 2 true Body can 
no more be without 1 D:meniivas, than a Line without 
Divilibility. 

P. Tgrant, that raturally it cannot, but by Divine Power 
It may. 

Pr. Will you make the Power of God to change the 
Eſſential Properties of things, while the things them- 
ſelves remain in their true Nature ? You may as well ſay, 
that naturally Man is a Reaſonable Creature ; but by Di- 
vine Power he may be a true Man, ard yet want the 
Faculty of Reaſoning : That naturally two and two make 
tour, but God can make two and two to be joyned toge- 
ther in a ſupernatural manner, to as that four ſhall not 
reſult from them ; that tho, naturally ſpeaking, white- 
waſhing a Wall makes it look white, yet by an extraor- 
dinary Power, there may be the prelence of all things 
which make a Wall white, yet it ſhali not do {o; juſt {o 
itis to make a Body preſent, and yet to have no Dimen- 
ſons of a Body, I: there any real «;crence between the 

Natnre 
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Nature of a Body and Spirie Wherein lies it ? Is it not 
as repugnant for a Body to be after the manner of a Spi- 
rit, as for a Body and Spirit to be the ſame ? 

P. All this proceeds upon not conſidering the difference 
between the Eſſential Extenſion of a Body, and that which 
iS quantitative, and hath relation to Place. 

Pr. The Eſſential Extenſion of a Body without Quan- 
tity, 15 Non-lenſe, and a Contradiction. For it is to make 
a Body extended and not extended, at the ſame time. I 
pray tell me what you mean by 4 Boay, as it 1s oppoſed to 
a Spirit ? 

P. IT mean as all Mankind do, ſuch a Subſtance which 
conſiſts of Parts extended and diviſible. 

Pr. Then being extended and diviſible, are the natural 
and eſſential Properties of a Body, And therefore, to 
{uppoſe a Body not to be extended and diviſible, is to 
ſuppoſe it not to be a Body, which 1s a plain Contra- 
diction, 

P. You are to diſtinguiſh between the Intrinſecal 
Quantity, which 1s an inſeparable Property of a Body, 
and the Extrinſecal Relation it hath to a Place. 

Pr. Intrinſecal Quantity without Relation to Place, 1s 
intrinſecal Non-ſenſe. For, how is it poſſible for extended 
Parts to have no Relation to Place ? 

P. By Relation to Place, I mean, when the Parts of a 
Body anſwer to the Parts of a Place : but by Intrinſecal 
Quantity, T mean, that there is the real order and propor- 
rion of Parts in the Body it ſelf, but it doth not filt up the 
Place. 

Pr. Then you do ſuppoſe the Body of Chriſt in the 
Euchariſt, to have all the diſtin Parts of a Body, with 
their due Order and Proportion, but to be in the Sacra- 
ment after an indiviſtble manner. 


P. Why not ? 
Pr. 


, 
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Pr. Do you think it able for the real and entire Bo- 
dy of a Man to be crouded into the compaſs of a Wa- 
fer, with all the difference of its Parts, ſo that no true 
Part of the Body be miſſing ? 

P.. Yes, by Divine Power. 

Pr. Do you think .a far leſs thing poſſible than that, 
viz. that a Man's Head, and Shoulders, and Arms, ſhould 
be contained entire and diſtin&t under the Nall of his little 
Finger ? 

P. Why not ? 

Pr. Then why may not the greateſt Body be within 
the leaſt? Why may not an Elephant be caught in a 
Mouſe-trap, and a Rhinoceros be put into a Snuff-box ? For 
eicher there is a Repugnancy in the Nature of the thing, 
for a greater Body to be within a leſs, or there is not ; if 
not, then theſe mentioned Inſtances are poſlible ; if there 
be, then the ſuppoſition of Divine Power can give no 
relief, unleſs you ſuppoſe, that Gcd can do things repug- 
nant 1n themſelves, z. e. that he can do things which can- 
not be done. But I pray tell me, it the very Body of 
Chriſt be by Tranſubſtantiation in the Water, with all its 
Parts in their due order, then the Head muſt be diſtant 
from the Feet, and all rhe other Orgaxs in their proper 
places ; but this cannot poſſibly be ſuppoſed, where there 
15 no meaſure of diſtance as Place 1s, and the whole Body 
15 1na point. 

P. I ſay again, there is the juſt order of Parts confi- 
dered iz themſelves, but not with reſpect to Place. 

Pr. "Then it 1s impoſſible there ſhould be any diſtance ; 
without which it is impoſſible there fhould be the order 
of Parts in a Human Body. Thus, there is a Repugnan- 
cy in the very ſuppoſition of Chriſt's Body being 1n the 
Wafer, tho there were but one ſingle Water; but when 
to this we add, that it is equally thus preſent in thouſands 
of Waters at what diſtance of Place ſoever, the Abſur- 
dities 
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ditics do increaſe and mwltiply 10 faſt upon us, that ie 
is hardly poflible to imagin ay wr. Ky. = a Body 
which doth move thanthis doth. As that owe a 
the ſaine __ be andiv dfibly preſent in inany places, 
where 1t mult be divided from it ſelf, by ſo many Bodies 
interpdling: ſo that it is impoſſible to apprehend how 
two Bodies can be divided from one another more' effectu- 
ally, than ſuch a Body awſt be fromit ſelf, if it be pre- 
{ent in many places at ance... t 
. Þ« 1 pray top here; Jor reckon wp-as many Abſurdi- 
ties as you will, are all but the Effefts of Carnd 
Reaſon, and we captivsre our Unilerſtanding to the 
Obedience of Faith. 
--1Pks Dhei it is to no pu 
thepoint of Reaſon: ; and 
one part of your Parallel. 

P. SoIdul; and I ftill fay, there are things as hard to 
make .out about [the Travizy, which you have not yet 
taken notice of.  -- 

Pr. 1 let us. hear them, that we-may put anend te 
this Diſco 

P. Whatfay youtheato-one and thefame Nature being 
in three diftint Perſons, which Bellarmin faith, is more 
wonderfud,;than that wne Body fhould'be in many Places ; be- 
caaſe the. Nature 5s «dentified with the Perſons, but the Bodg 
is wat fo with the Places in which it ts preſent. It therefore 
the me Nature be not dividedfrom i (elf inthe Perſons 
of the Trinity, how much more eaſily may one Body 


——_—_ in * ——_ places, and not be divided from it 


Pr. Its ſtrange neither BeHarmin nor you Thould dil- 
cern thedifference. For the veaſon why a Body muſt be 
divaded from it ſelf, being m ſeveral places, is, becauſe it 
is tare ; amd theve beingno — of Dimenſjons in 

Bodizs, 


to argue any farther; on 
t you defigned this for 
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Bodies, the interpoſing of other Bodies muſt needs divide 
the ſame Body in diſtant places ; but the Reaſon why the 
fame Divine Nature may be in ſeveral Perſons, is, becauſe 
it is Infinite; and therefore nothing can bound or diſcon- 
tinue It. 

P. You have talked much of Contraditions ; Is there 
any greater about 'Tranſubſtantiation, than that of Erer- 
al Generation of the Son in the Myſtery of the Trinity ? 
for, if it be not proper Generation, then you cannot infer 
from it, that the Sox is of the ſame Subſtance with the Fa- 
ther; if it be, then it muſt be a proceeding from not be- 
ing to being, and ſo an Eterzal Generation 1s a Contra- 
dition. 

Py. It isa Rule in common Reaſon, That all Attributes 
muſt be underſtood according to the Nature of the Sub- 
jets. And therefore, if the Subje&t here ſpoken of, be 
of ſuch a Nature, as to be uncapable of proceeding from 
zot being to being, then whatever is affirmed of it, muſt 
be ſo underſtood, as not to deſtroy its Nature. The Term 
of Generation alone is not, it may be, ſufficient to prove 
the Son Co-eſſential with the Facher, becauſe it might 
have been uſed improperly and metaphorically. . But 
when from the Scripture, it otherwiſe appears that the 
Son of God being the Word, was in the beginning with 
God, and was God, John 1. 1. and we ſoon atter find him 
called the only begotten of the Father, Ver. 14. and the 
only begotten Son, Ver. 18. we have reaſon to infer from 
hence his Eternal Geperaticn. Which muſt not be un- 
derſtood in {uch a, mean ſenſe as is agreeable to Creatures, 
but as it is conſiſtent with the Eſſential Attributes of 
God; of which neceſſary Exiſtence 1s one. So that by 
Eternal Generation, no more can be meant, than ſuch 
an Emanation of the Son from the Father, as doth ſuppoſe 
them to have the ſame Nature. and Co-exiftence : which 

is 
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is beſt repreſented by the Rays of the Sun coming from 
-the Fountain'of Light, if they were permanent, and not 
ſucceflive. | 
P. What ſay you then to the Myftery of the Incarnati- 
on? Is it not more wonderful, as Bellarmin oblerves, that 
there ſhould be one Hypoſtaſis in two Natures, than one Body 
ix two. Places ? ſince the Union is greater between the Hy- 
poſtaſis and the Natures, than between the Body end the 
Places it is in; the one being intrinſecal and ſubſtantial, 
the other extrinſecal and accidental. And that Hypo- 
fraſis is the ſame with the Divine Nature, and yet is moſt 
cloſely united with the Human Nature, which is ſo different 
from the Divine; ſo that it is incomprehenſible by us, how 
in that Union the Natures are not confounded, or the Hypo- 
ſtaſis divided. ; 
Pr. op now we grant all this, that there is an 
incomprehenſible Myſtery in the Incarnation, what fol- 
lows from thence? Have I not hitherto owned, that 
there muſt be ſomething incomprehenſible by us, -in 
what relates to the Divine Nature? And it 1s the leſs 
wonder it is {o in the Incarzation, wherein an Union 
is implied between an Infinite and Finite Nature ; when 
the Union of the Soul and Body, though both Finite, 
is above our Comprehenſion, though we our ſelves con- 
fiſt of Souls and Bodies ſo united ? But what Conſe- 
quence is it, if we are not able to explain this, that 
then we muſt admit that the ſame Body may be not 
meerly in two, but in ten thouſand places at the the ſame 
time ? z.e. If we cannot explain the Hypoſtatical Union, 
then all manner of Abſurdities mult go down with us, that 
relate tothings of a very difterent Nature from it. 
P. Tamglad to find you are ſet at laſt, and that now 
you have a Difficulty before you which you can never get 


through. 
F 2 Pr. 
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Pr. Be not tvoconfident ; I have only hitherto flenied 
the Conſequence as to. the Difficulties of Tran/nbpentis- 
tion. But it is poſſible, that ſetting aſide the Confuſinn 
of Schovl-Terms, 1 may be able to give 8 far more intel- 
ligible and reaſonable Account of the Incarnetion it ſelf, 
than you can ever do of Trexſabftentiation. 

P. Firſt ſhew that it is ke, and then explain the 
manaer of 1t. . 

Pr. But let us in the firſt place agree what we mean 
by it. | 

'p. By the Incarnation, I mean, the Union of the Di- 
io Humane Nature, fo as to naake one Perſon in 
rt, 

Pr. If this be not poſſible, it mult either be, x. Be- 
cauſe two Natures difterent from each other, cannat he 
united to make one Perſon : The contrary whereaf ap- 
pears in the union of Soul and Body to the Perſon of a 
Man. Or, 2. becauſe it & imapaſſibk that an Infinite 
Nature ſhould be united to a Finite. 

P. How can there be an Union poflible, between two 
Beings infinitely diſtant from each other ? 

Pr. Not im that veſpeft wherein the Dsftance is Tefi- 
nite ; but if there be nothing deftruQtive to exther Na- 
ture in ſuch an Union, and the Infinite Nature do con- 
deſcend to it, why may at not be {0 united to an Intelli- 
gent Finite Being, as to make one Perſon together with 
it ? For invefpett of Union, the Diſtance is not {o great 
between Fine and Infinite, as between Body and Spi- 
rot 


P. The Diſtance is Infinite in one'(Caſe, but not in the 
other. . 

Pry. I do not Speak of 'them, with Relpett to Perfe- 
#ions, but to Union ; and an 1nfhnite Diftence 20 that 
muſt imply an abſolute Repugnancy, which you can;never 

prove :. 
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- prove: For,ſmnee Bagy and Ypinit nay be wiited toinjakeione 
-Perign,an IafinizeSpiris may be tipited to a Hinitk'Nature. 
- 'P. Hut tho manner of the Fiypoflaticet Tanipn is impob 
flble ta he conceived, 

Pr. . Lot the thing he granted podlible, and the difficul- 
ty of gancerving the manner mey be as great ia the Ynj- 
an of Bauland Body. Willlyau undertake to explain that 
to mae? and yerT hape you believe it. But, let us bear 
yaur Di again, which you ahbjett from Bedlles- 


$717, . 
1B; That there ſbaukd be but ons Hupoftafis tz two Ne- 
faves ; 40d that ia the Unian the Natures ſhauld wat be 50n- 
feonded, wer the Hypo aſs divided. 
oy, _ Jas . roller wk 0 Ln _ of the 
word ypoſraſts.. IC OT1EHARAUY £1 4 Beiug, 
And not: [ich which depends @aly de Fancy and Imagina- 
tian ; from thenee its ſigntication was enlarged, not only 
to things.real, (in oppolitian to meer | es, and 
Creatures of the Mind ) but to ſuch C_—_— did 
[ubþ# of it ſelf, and had not its ſybGitence 1n another, 
as Accidents had. $8o that &n Hpafabs was 2 real Sub- 
flange which bad ſubfiitence is it ſelf. | But ſuch are of two 
kinds, as rhe Greek Fathars: abſenve. (2.) Such as are real 
Subſtances in themdelves, byt yet ars capable of being 
-joiged with another, to make upa Perſon ; thus the Sou! 
and Body have two different FHypoſtaſes, .and make up but 
one Perſon of a Man. ( 2.) It 3s:taken, for a compleat 
tndivyadual Sabſrtence, which is. not joined with any.other as a 
Pat; and lo thpoftafis is thelarge with 8 Perſon, which 
is nothing elſe but a compleat, intelligent, individual Hhpo- 
ſtaſis. And igthistenle theve can beibut ane Hypoſtafps in 
fiſt, 5,0. pne;Parion,:tho chere beowo Natures. 
P. But our Divines ſay, that the Humane. Nature af- 


er 6he Upion hath no Ahpaſftaſes, .it: being ſwallowed up 
ir; 


by the Divine. 
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-/1uPy,-Lknow'they dog7burt if they'mean:that the Hu- 
mane/ Nature; atter'' the Union, loſes that ſab/efence 
Awhich 7is' preper.'to the Humane Nature, it is unpoſſible 
for them to avoid the Eutychian Hereſy, condemned by the 
Council of! Chalcedon; 'but it they mean no more than 
that there is &tr#s Natare; but no Perſon, fave only that 
which refults from both Natures ; they then- agree with 
'the Senſe'of the Church, which condemned the Entychi- 
ans, For .as much as the Hereſies of Neſtorius and Exty- 
ches differ'd in themielves, they were both built on -the 
{ſame Ground, viz: that: there could be no true Nature, 
but there muſt be a Perſon ; and that two Natures could 
not make one Perſon. - From:whence Neſtorizs aſſerted 
there were two Perſons in Chriſt ; and Eutyches denied 
that there were two Natures. | 

P. What doth all this ſignify, but that/ the Authority 
of the Church muſt determine whether there be to Na- 

tures, Or two Perſons in Chriſt ? | 

Py. It ſeems then, the whole Buſineſs wherein the Ge- 
neral Councils were {o warmly concerned, was only to 
make an. Eccleſiaſtital Diftionary, and to appoint what 
words are'.to; betuſed,. and what not. . Do you think 
then, there were) no ſuch'real Herefies as Neſtorianiſm 
and Eutychianiſm,' but only they happened to take the 
words Natare and Perſon in another ſenſe than the Church 
would have Men ule them? - | 

P. I truſt the Church for all theſe things. 

Pr, Then if-the Church. would have you affirm two 
Perſons and one Nature, or two Natures and one Perſon, it 
were all one to you. IT 

P. Why not ? ſince the Church muſt determine. 

Pr. What if you had been to difpute with Neftorius 
and Extyches ? 


P. I would have told them, they muſt ſubmit to the 
Church about the uſe of words. 


Pr. 


( 43 ) 

Pr. And they . would have laughed. at you for your 
pains : For the Controverſy was really about the Truth 
of Chriſt's Incaruation, (as the Zathers: proved, -and -the 
Councils determined ) which in Conſequence was rejeted 
by both of them; as I will evidently prove, if you have 
any longer Patience. 

P. I beg your pardon, Sir, I have heard enough of all 
Conſcience already. 

Pr. I think ſo too, to make you aſhamed of your | Pa- 
rallel between the Dot#rine of the Trinity, and Tranſub- 
ſtantiation. | " 

And methinks, for the ſake of our common Chriſtiani- 
ty, you ſhould no more venture upon ſuch bold and unrea- 
ſoable Compariſons. De you in earneſt think, it js all 
one, whether Men do believe a God, or Providence, or Hea- 
ven, or Hell, or the Trinity and Incarnation of Chriſt, if 
they do not believe Tranſebftantiation ? . We have heard. 
much of late about Old and New Popery ; but if this be 
the way of Repreſenting New Popery, by expoſing the 
common Articles of Faith; it will fet the Minds of all 
good Chriſtians farther from it than ever. - For upon the 
very ſame Grounds, we may expett another Parallel be- 
tween the belief of a God and Tranſubſtantiation ;. the et- 
fe of which will be, the expoſing of all Religion. This 
is a very deſtruQtive and miſchievous Method of Proceed- 
ing ; but our comfort is, that it is very unreaſonable; as 1 
hope, hath fully appeared by this Diſcourſe. 


FINTIS. 


Errata omitted in the former Dialogit, 
P** 10, line 25, dele nor, 
18, 1. 2, dele nt, 
14. Marg, 1. 8. read AayCaroyuccy, 
In this Dialogwe. 
Age 4. line 5, read tk, the Sacrament. 
5. 1. 19. for dont, r, due. 
8. 1, 30. for fifitious, r. fattitions. 
23+ I. 22, I. douored as well, Books 
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He Dodritts an Piattices bf the Ohurcliof Rem mnily. Repreſbn. 

212813" in romdny = treg A Papitt Milarepreſeriocd armal » 

Ropreſtined, &c.. Quan . 2 2 8 mit lotodyd 

An Anver to a Diſcourſe intituled, Papiſts Protefting againſt Prote- 
ſtarit Popery 3 being a Vindicationof Pzpitls not Miſtepreſented by Pro- 

teltants : and containing a particular Examination of Monfieurde Afe- ) 
any, lite Biſhop - of A; his Expoſition. of 'the Doftrme of. thc 

Church of Rome, in the. Artitles'of Taveration of | Saints, and” the , 

Worlhip of Images, occafioned by that Diſcourſe. ©wuarto. * 

* Amr Att the Atticb - Actdfrimodation of the Difference be- 


"A View &f the whole Cantroverly between the Repreſeriter and the 
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lated into Engtih; Tipetors. | 
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